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Geary  Corridor  CAC: 
Meeting  1 
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Location: 

6:00  1. 
6:15  2. 

6:30  3. 

6:50  4. 


7:05  5. 


7:20  6. 


7. 

8. 

7:30  9. 


6:00  p.m.,  Thursday,  February  26,  2004 
100  Van  Ness  Avenue,  25th  Floor 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 
NOV  2 9 2005 


Welcoming  remarks  and  Introductions  (McGoldrick/JLM)  SAN  FRANCISCO 

CAC  Meeting  Management  (TC) 

During  this  portion  of  the  meeting  we  will  address  general  rules  of  order  and 
parliamentary  procedure  for  the  orderly  conduct  of  CAC  meetings.  We  will  also  discuss 
the  process  for  electing  a chair,  our  policy  on  alternate  CAC  members  and  their 
participation  in  meetings,  and  the  schedule. 

Overview  of  Transportation  Planning  in  the  Corridor  (TC) 

We  will  present  an  overview  of  the  corridor  study  area,  describe  existing  conditions,  and 
review  the  history  of  plans  and  studies  that  have  already  been  prepared  for  the  corridor. 

The  attached  information  packet  includes  materials  on  the  4 Corridor  Plan,  the  Geary 
Corridor  Systems  Planning  Study,  the  Muni  Vision  Plan,  and  relevant  sections  of  Prop  B 
and  Prop  K and  the  2001  RTP 

Overview  of  Bus  Rapid  Transit  (TC) 

This  section  of  the  meeting  will  be  devoted  to  presenting  a short  overview  of  the  City’s 
vision  and  goals  for  development  of  a BRT  network.  The  attached  materials  include 
information  on  the  recent  BRT  Workshop  organized  by  the  Authority,  the  Transit 
Preferential  Streets  Program,  and  some  articles  on  BRT.  The  intent  is  to  begin  to  share 
information  and  establish  a common  body  of  knowledge  among  committee  members 
about  BRT  and  related  concepts,  to  facilitate  future  discussion.  We  will  also  view  a short 
BRT  simulation  video. 

Inner  Geary  TPS  Improvements  (MUNI) 

Muni  is  preparing  to  implement  TPS  improvements  in  the  section  of  Geary  Street 
between  Van  Ness  Ave.  and  Market  Street.  The  short-term  improvements  are  an  exciting 
development  intended  to  increase  bus  service  speed  in  the  slowest  and  most  congested 
segment  of  the  corridor.  Muni  staff  will  present  the  details  and  discuss  the  significance 
of  the  proposed  changes. 

Election  of  Interim  Chair 


During  this  segment  of  the  meeting  the  CAC  will  vote  to  designate  an  interim  chair  to 
preside  over  the  next  meeting.  The  chairmanship  of  the  CAC  will  rotate  for  the  next 
few  months,  until  all  vacancies  on  the  committee  have  been  filled. 

Next  Meeting 
Public  Comment 


Adjourn 
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This  meeting  location  is  wheelchair  accessible.  In  order  to  allow  individuals  with  environmental  illness  or  multiple 
chemical  sensitivity  to  attend  the  meeting,  individuals  are  requested  to  refrain  from  wearing  perfume  or  other 
scented  products.  All  rimes  shown  are  for  information  only.  Items  will  be  called  at  the  discretion  of  the  Chair. 

If  you  prefer  receiving  future  agendas  via  email  instead  of  regular  mail,  please  send  your  request  to 
forest_atkinson@sfcta.org 
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Meeting  1:  Thursday,  February  26,  2004 

NOV  2 9 2005 


The  meeting  began  at  6:05  PM.  SAN  FRANCISCO 

PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

Present  were  the  following  members:  Ellouise  Patton,  Bruce  Balshone,  Steve  Ferrario,  Max  Lantz, 

Bruce  Osterweil,  David  Schaefer,  Kate  White,  David  Heller,  Michael  Louie,  Amber  Crabbe,  Michael 
Gowe,  Andrew  Green,  Suzanne  Tucker  (Alternate),  Aida  Berkovitz  (Alternate),  Loren  Lopin  (Alternate), 

Maria  Sousa  (Alternate). 


Absent:  none. 


Authority  Members  and  Staff  present:  Commissioner  Jake  McGoldrick  (Chair),  Jose  Luis  Moscovich 
(Executive  Director),  Tilly  Chang  (Manger  of  Planning),  Rachel  Hiatt  (Transportation  Planner). 

1.  Welcoming  Remarks  and  Introductions 

II 

Jose  Luis  Moscovich,  Executive  Director,  opened  the  meeting  and  introduced  Commissioner 
McGoldrick,  noting  that  the  Commissioner  was  instrumental  in  obtaining  regional  recognition  and  local 
funding  for  this  study.  Commissioner  McGoldrick  thanked  the  members  for  participating  and 
emphasized  the  importance  of  Geary  Blvd  as  a transit  corridor  that  has  needed  improvement  for  some 
time,  particularly  as  transit  has  lost  mode  share.  He  emphasized  that  due  to  budget  considerations,  it  is 
important  to  identify  cost-effective,  tangible  improvements  that  can  be  achieved  in  the  near  term.  He 
expressed  support  for  BRT  techniques  that  save  significant  travel  time  for  low  cost.  A round  of 
introductions  followed,  including  by  a number  of  representatives  from  city  and  regional  agencies  in  the 
audience:  Ken  Rich,  SF  Planning  Dept.;  Suany  Chough,  SF  Muni;  Jay  Primus,  SF  Muni;  Carl  Natvig,  SF 
Muni;  Peter  Albert,  BART;  and  Rajiv  Bhatia,  SF  Department  of  Public  Health. 

Ms.  Tucker  asked  whether  the  regional  role  of  the  Geary  Corridor  and  its  connections  to  regional  transit 
are  within  the  committee’s  purview.  Tilly  Chang,  Manager  of  Planning  noted  that  this  is  commonly 
called  “connectivity”  with  the  regional  transit  system,  and  that  a regional  view  is  absolutely  within  the 
committee’s  concern. 


2.  CAC  Meeting  Management 

Chang  thanked  the  Members  for  their  participation,  as  well  as  the  city  and  regional  representatives  for 
their  collaboration.  Ms.  Chang  stated  that  the  Geary  Corridor  Study  would  last  about  12-18  months. 
She  noted  that  two  vacancies  on  the  Committee  still  exist  that  the  Board  will  fill  soon.  Two  overhead 
slides  were  shown  outlining  meeting  ground  rules.  Ms.  Chang  noted  that  though  decisions  are 
consensus  based,  votes  for  the  record  may  be  taken  on  critical  decisions;  a simple  majority  of  the  CAC 
is  a quorum;  the  Chair  must  recognize  each  speaker;  and  that  discussion  on  each  meeting  item  takes 
place  first  among  members,  then  alternates,  and  then  comments  are  taken  from  the  public,  before  any 
committee  decisions  are  made. 
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Ms.  Tucker  asked  for  clarification  on  the  role  of  alternates.  Mr.  Balshone  asked  whether  a member  is 
responsible  for  identifying  an  alternate  if  a meeting  must  be  missed.  Mr.  Green  asked  whether  because 
two  seats  are  vacant,  two  alternates  will  act  as  full  members  until  they  are  filled.  Ms.  Chang  explained 
that  the  CAC  has  13  members  and  5 alternates,  and  that  the  hope  is  to  fill  the  remaining  member 
positions  by  the  next  CAC.  The  role  of  the  alternates  is  to  contribute  to  the  overall  study  and  to  serve 
in  the  place  of  any  member  who  cannot  attend  a meeting,  or  to  fill  a seat  on  the  CAC  that  becomes 
vacant.  Ms.  Chang  confirmed  that  each  member  is  responsible  for  identifying  an  alternate  if  they  must 
miss  a meeting. 

Mr.  Osterweil  requested  that  staff  proyide  to  Members  copies  of  the  slides  shown  at  the  meeting.  Mr. 
Lantz  asked  whether  the  GCAC  is  subject  to  the  Sunshine  Ordinance;  Ms.  Chang  explained  that  while 
the  Authority  is  subject  to  the  Brown  Act,  it  is  a special  purpose  government  not  subject  to  the  Sunshine 
Ordinance,  although  staff  tries  to  fulfill  the  spirit  of  the  Ordinance. 

3.  Overview  of  Transportation  Planning  in  the  Corridor 

Ms.  Chang  provided  a brief  summary  of  past  transportation  planning  efforts  in  the  Geary  Corridor. 
She  stated  that  the  current  Geary  Corridor  study  would  refresh  Muni’s  1995  System  Study  and  focus  on 
BRT  alternatives,  which  were  not  considered  in  1995.  The  Corridor  Study  will  examine  BRT  since  the 
Draft  Countywide  Transportation  Plan  identifies  Bus  Rapid  Transit  (BRT)  as  a cost-effective  and 
affordable  strategy  to  improve  the  city’s  transit  system.  BRT  refers  to  a package  of  improvements  that 
improve  the  image  of  and  provide  lane  priority  to  buses,  reducing  travel  time  and  increasing  reliability. 
San  Francisco  voters  recently  passed  the  Prop  K Expenditure  Plan  which  provides  significant  local  sales 
tax  funding  for  BRT  system  development,  and  for  Geary  corridor  in  particular. 

Chang  next  presented  information  about  the  city’s  BRT  strategy  from  the  Countywide  Transportation 
Plan,  which  is  scheduled  for  Draft  release  in  April.  Ken  Rich,  SF  Planning  Department,  clarified  that 
the  Citvwide  Action  Plan  is  intended  to  focus  growth  on  the  back  of  good  transportation  services,  to 
minimize  all  the  impacts  of  growth.  Ms.  Chang  described  citywide  demographic  trends  toward  a 
wealthier  and  older  resident  population  in  San  Francisco  as  well  as  increased  motor  vehicle  ownership. 
Ms.  White  noted  that  a trend  that  City  Car  Share  has  observed  is  for  new  members  to  sell  a car  upon 
joining.  Chang  described  some  global  trends  in  trip-making  in  the  city,  in  particular  anticipated  losses  of 
transit  mode  shares  in  the  future,  if  no  action  is  taken. 

Ms.  Berkowitz  suggested  that  the  aging  of  San  Francisco  residents  may  not  necessarily  result  in 
increased  driying  because  older  people  drive  less.  Ms.  Crabbe  asked  whether  wealth  is  correlated  with 
auto  ownership,  or  with  amount  of  driving.  Ms.  Chang  suggested  that  while  older  people  do  travel  less, 
the  mode  shares  still  tips  toward  driving  (including  via  shared  rides)  as  people  age,  because  of  the 
convenience  and  perceived  safety  of  auto  travel.  Ms.  Chang  presented  mode  share  results  for  die  future 
when  the  Expenditure  Plan  / Countywide  Plan  program  of  projects  are  implemented.  She  notes  that 
the  decline  in  transit  mode  share  for  internal  trips  is  reversed  with  the  CWTP,  and  overall  a 6%  “swing” 
from  declining  to  rising  transit  mode  share  is  expected.  Ms.  Crabbe  asks  whether  ABAC  projections 
2002  or  2003  were  used;  Ms.  Chang  clarifies  that  the  CWTP  utlilized  projections  from  the  2001  RTP, 
which  were  close  to  Projections  2002. 

4.  Overview  of  Bus  Rapid  Transit 

Ms.  Chang  showed  some  slides  of  the  key  elements  oi  Bus  Rapid  Transit  (BRT)  treatments.  A video 
simulation  of  Bus  Rapid  Transit  on  Van  Ness  and  Geary  was  also  shown. 

Ms.  fucker  asked  whether  limited  service  would  be  preserved  on  center-lane  BRT  configurations.  Ms. 
Chang  responded  that  it  is  certainly  possible  to  preserve  it,  buses  can  pass  each  other,  but  that  the 
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operating  plan  will  need  to  be  considered  in  the  study,  particularly  in  light  of  the  availability  of  operating 
resources.  Mr.  Green  asked  which  side  the  bus  doors  are  on.  Ms.  Chang  noted  that  the  video  is  a long 
range  vision  that  assumes  a dedicated  fleet  of  left-door  buses  for  BRT,  and  that  in  the  short  term  a 
dedicated  fleet  will  not  be  available.  Mr.  Balshone  asked  about  handicapped  access;  Ms.  Chang 
emphasized  that  the  video  simulations  included  full  access.  She  added  that  the  study  is  technology 
neutral  and  that  the  video  represents  only  one  possible  vision. 

Comment  was  invited  from  the  audience.  Ms.  Tucker  asks  whether  the  number  of  bus  stops  is  reduced 
with  BRT;  Ms  Chang  noted  that  yes,  generally  BRT  includes  reduced  number  of  stops.  None  of  the 
specifics  of  bus  stop  locations  has  been  determined  yet.  Mr.  Lopen  asked  whether  morning  and 
evening  express  service  would  be  preserved.  Mr.  Rolfe  was  glad  to  hear  that  decisions  about  corridor 
improvements  were  not  already  set.  Ms.  Souza  asked  whether  the  study  will  consider  converting  the 
current  38  service  to  limited  service  only,  eliminating  the  local  service,  and  saving  the  cost  of 
implementing  BRT  treatments,  especially  since  signal  improvements  are  forthcoming.  Ms.  Chang  noted 
that  the  current  38  operating  plan  includes  limited,  express,  and  local  service.  Ms.  Chang  added  that  a 
careful  speed  and  delay  study  needs  to  still  be  conducted  on  the  38  to  provide  an  understanding  of 
where  the  delays  take  place  and  how  travel  times  may  most  cost-effectively  be  reduced.  Carl  Natvig  of 
Muni  pointed  out  that  a limited-only  plan  with  no  priority  treatments  would  not  assist  reliability 
problems.  He  explained  that  with  such  short  headways  between  buses  on  the  38,  the  absence  of  priority 
treatments  results  in  bus  bunching  and  unreliability.  Suany  Chough  of  MUNI  added  that  an  important 
reason  to  preserve  both  limited  and  local  service  is  that  service  for  the  elderly  and  disabled  are  not 
removed.  Ms.  Chough  added  that  the  key  to  travel  times  and  reliability  is  dedicated  rights  of  way  for 
buses,  and  priority  amenities. 

Tilly  Chang  added  that  the  Geary  Corridor  study  would  include,  as  “bookends”  to  the  BRT  alternatives, 
a “high  bus”  option  describing  the  best  improvements  that  could  be  made  with  existing  bus  service,  and 
a light  rail  alternative.  The  range  would  demonstrate  some  of  the  tradeoffs. 

Aida  Berkovitz  asked  for  clarification  on  the  role  of  the  GCAC  in  the  study  itself.  Tilly  Chang  explained 
that  the  GCAC’s  role  is  to  advise  the  Authority  Board  on  near  term  improvements  — that  is, 
implementable  within  5-7  years  - that  will  tangibly  improve  transit  service  on  Geary. 

TilR  Chang  stated  that  Meeting  2 of  the  GCAC  would  cover  existing  conditions  along  the  corridor  in 
more  detail. 

5.  Inner  Geary  TPS  Improvements 

Suany  Chough,  SF  Muni,  presented  slides  summarizing  the  Inner  Geary  TPS  improvement  project. 
Copies  of  the  slides  and  an  outreach  handout  were  distributed.  Jay  Primus,  SF  Muni,  described  the  data 
collected  to  document  the  speed  and  reliability  problems.  The  problems  for  transit  on  inner  Geary  were 
found  to  be:  1)  stops  spaced  too  close  together;  2)  lengthy  dwell  times;  3)  double  parking,  exacerbated 
by  six  blocks  with  unregulated  parking  and  not  enough  enforcement. 

Mr.  Primus  reported  that  modeling  of  the  proposed  re-striping  of  inner  Geary  found  that  the  scheme 
would  not  result  in  traffic  impacts  due  to  the  addition  of  right  and  left  turn  pockets.  One  member 
asked  whether  a bike  lane  was  considered.  Mr.  Primus  replied  that  not  enough  street  width  is  available 
for  a transit  only  lane,  two  parking  lanes,  an  auto  lane,  and  a bike  lane.  The  tradeoff  favors  transit  as 
currently  proposed.  However,  the  official  bike  route  is  one  block  to  the  north. 

Max  Lantz  asked  whether  the  proposal  removes  parking.  Mr.  Primus  reported  that  the  bus  bulbs  and 
turn  pockets  - minus  the  parking  gained  by  consolidating  stops  - would  together  remove  about  2.5%  of 
the  parking,  only  at  night. 

Mr.  Osterweil  asked  why  parking  removal  is  sensitive.  Parking  removal  should  be  allowed  on  important 
transit  streets. 
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David  Heller  commented  that  for  merchants,  parking  is  important  for  the  economic  vitality  of 
businesses,  providing  customer  access.  Amber  Crabbe  commented  that  in  urban  areas  such  as  inner 
Geary,  access  to  businesses  is  easier  bx  foot  than  bv  car  under  any  scenario;  economic  vitalitv  is  better 
ensured  by  improving  access  for  pedestrians  rather  than  drivers.  She  stated  that  the  CAC  should  work 
to  educate  people  on  this  issue. 

Mr.  Primus  reported  that  the  package  of  treatments  is  expected  to  improve  travel  time  by  15%  on  inner 
Geary. 

Bruce  Osterweil  commented  that  TPS  treatments  wouldn’t  help  without  enforcement.  Mr.  Primus 
agreed  that  enforcement  is  a central  part  of  the  inner  Geary  improvements.  A dedicated  parking  control 
officer  (PCO)  beat  has  been  assigned  to  the  corridor.  Suany  Chough  added  that  bot  dots  are  proposed 
to  visually  enforce  the  transit  only  lane. 

David  Yasquez  asked  whether  colored  pavement  on  the  bus  lane  was  considered.  Ms.  Chough  stated 
that  Ml'NI  is  discussing  this  with  the  Department  of  Public  Works. 

6.  Election  of  Interim  Chair 

The  Committee  agreed  to  postpone  election  of  a Chair  until  a future  nmeeting.  The  group  agreed  that 
the  regular  meeting  time  and  day  should  be  the  4lh  Thursdays,  every  other  month,  from  6-7:30  p.m.  The 
next  meeting  will  be  held  on  April  22. 


The  meeting  adjourned  at  7:45  PM. 
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^Geary  Corridor  CAC: 
Meeting  2 


Date:  6:00  p.m.,  Thursday,  April  22,  2004 

Location:  100  Van  Ness  Avenue,  25th  Floor 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT 
NOV  2 9 2005 


6:00  1. 

6:10  2. 


6:55  3. 


7:15  4. 


7:25  5. 

6. 

7:30  7. 


Introductions/ Approval  of  Minutes  — ACTION  * 
Geary  Corridor  by  Segment  * 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


We  will  provide  an  overview  of  land  use  and  transportation  in  the  Geary  corridor,  and 
will  lead  a discussion  about  the  issues  in  each  segment.  We  encourage  you  to  bring  your 
ideas  about  key  needs,  opportunities  and  priorities  for  improving  transportation 
conditions  on  Geary  Boulevard. 


Geary  Transit  Corridor  Study  Goals  * 

The  Prop  K Expenditure  Plan  and  Draft  Countywide  Transportation  Plan  identify  limited 
resources  to  be  available  for  transportation  investment  over  the  next  30  years.  Bus  Rapid  Transit 
(BRT)  can  improve  existing  services  and  help  stem  the  loss  of  transit  mode  shares  in  the  Geary 
corridor  by  delivering  real  performance  benefits  quickly  and  cost-effectively.  We  will  present  the 
city’s  BRT  system  development  goals  and  together  clarify  how  these  should  apply  to  the  Geary 
corridor. 


Neighborhood  Planning  Opportunities  - Planning  Department 

The  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  will  present  an  overview  of  the  elements  of 
comprehensive  neighborhood  planning.  They  will  discuss  the  issues  and  opportunities  for  such 
an  effort  in  the  Geary  Corridor. 

Next  Meeting 
Public  Comment 


Adjourn 


* Materials  attached. 

This  meeting  location  is  wheelchair  accessible.  In  order  to  allow  individuals  with  environmental  illness  or  multiple 
chemical  sensitivity  to  attend  the  meeting,  individuals  are  requested  to  refrain  from  wearing  perfume  or  other 
scented  products.  All  times  shown  are  for  information  only.  Items  will  be  called  at  the  discretion  of  the  Chair. 

If  you  prefer  receiving  future  agendas  via  email  instead  of  regular  mail,  please  send  your  request  to 
Rachel_Hiatt@sfcta.org 
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Meeting  2:  Thursday,  April  22,  2004 

g y F NOV  2 9 2005. 

The  meeting  began  at  6:05  PM.  SAN  FRANCISCO 

PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

Present  were  the  following  members:  Steve  Boland,  Kim  Nguyen,  Robert  Speer,  Ellouise  Patton,  Bruce 
Balshone,  Steve  Ferrario,  Max  Lantz,  Bruce  Osterweil,  David  Schaefer,  Kate  White,  Michael  Louie, 

Michael  Gowe,  Andrew  Green,  Brian  Larkin,  Aida  Berkovitz  (Alternate  for  Amber  Crabbe),  Loren 
Lopin  (Alternate),  Maria  Sousa  (Alternate). 

Absent:  Amber  Crabbe,  David  Fleller,  Suzanne  Tucker  (Alternate). 

Authority  Members  and  Staff  present:  Tilly  Chang  (Manger  of  Planning),  Rachel  Fliatt 
(Transportation  Planner). 

1.  Introductions/Approval  of  Minutes 

Tilly  Chang,  Manager  of  Planning,  opened  the  meeting  and  introduced  representatives  of  public 
agencies  present  in  the  audience:  Suany  Chough  (MUNI);  Ken  Rich,  John  Lau,  and  John  Billovits 
(Planning  Department);  and  Peter  Albert  (BART).  Chang  updated  the  GCAC  on  Authority  staff 
progress  on  the  corridor  study  since  the  last  meeting,  stating  that  staff  was  developing  the  corridor 
study  scope.  She  stated  that  this  evening’s  GCAC  discussion  of  the  corridor  by  segment  would  provide 
contextual  information  for  that  scope  of  study. 

2.  Geary  Corridor  by  Segment 

Aida  Berkovitz  asked  how  the  segments  were  determined.  Chang  stated  that  the  corridor  segments  were 
delineated  where  significant  changes  in  land  use  and  / or  transportation  infrastructure  characteristics 
occur. 

A GCAC  member  asked  whether  grade  separation  at  the  Park  Presidio  intersection  would  be  considered 
as  part  of  the  study.  Chang  said  grade  separation  could  be  considered,  though  this  kind  of  treatment  is 
expensive  and  may  not  be  necessary.  Negative  impacts  to  cross  traffic  and  pedestrians  would  need  to  be 
weighed.  Because  Park  Presidio  is  also  Flwy  1,  any  decision  would  need  to  be  coordinated  with  Caltrans. 

Robert  Speer  brought  up  potential  pedestrian  overpasses  in  the  Japantown  redevelopment  area, 
suggesting  that  more  pedestrian  bridges  could  be  built  across  Geary  in  this  area,  such  as  by  Kaiser 
Hospital.  Several  GCAC  members  noted  that  pedestrian  bridges  have  garnered  opposition.  Aida 
Berkovitz  suggested  that  removing  pedestrian  traffic  from  surface  level  sends  a message  to  autos  that 
the  street  is  not  for  pedestrians. 

Chang  assured  the  GCAC  that  the  Authority  seeks  safe  access  at  grade  for  pedestrians  regardless  of 
bridges,  and  that  the  surface  intersections  would  not  be  conceded  to  motorists.  She  stated  that 
Authority  staff  have  been  in  contact  with  the  redevelopment  area  project  area  committee  (PAC)  and 
would  seek  their  involvement. 
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Segments  A and  B 

Andrew  Green  noted  on  the  Geary  Corridor  Segment  Characteristics  table  that  segment  B between  15'1'- 
24,h  streets  is  2 lanes  in  each  direction.  This  area  can  be  a bottleneck  with  both  buses  and  traffic 
combined  with  angled  parking.  Berkovitz  finds  the  resulting  slower  speeds  a benefit  for  the  area. 

Chang  agreed  that  angled  parking  should  be  considered  a defining  aspect  of  corridor  segments. 

Maria  Sousa  commented  that  segments  A and  B are  very  different.  The  area  west  of  25th  street  becomes 
solely  residential.  East  of  25'\  the  corridor  has  retail,  including  Ross  Mall  type  commercial  buildings. 

Green  agreed  that  segments  A and  B could  be  subdivided  further.  From  25,h-33r<l,  the  lane  configuration 
changes;  the  street  returns  to  3 total  lanes  instead  of  2 in  each  direction.  The  GCAC  noted  that  the  lane 
configuration  changes  several  times  along  the  full  length  of  the  corridor. 

Berkovitz  noted  that  between  25lh  and  48'1',  the  western  end  of  the  corridor,  the  traffic  is  free  flow.  The 
group  agreed  that  25th  Avenue  is  a good  defining  point  between  segments  since  land  use  and  traffic 
conditions  both  shift  here. 

A number  of  GCAC  members  consider  the  traffic  too  fast  for  pedestrians  at  this  point  along  the 
corridor;  say  from  251'1  west  to  the  fire  station  stop  sign.  Crosswalks  are  not  enforced. 

Chang  asked  the  group  whether  these  segments  of  the  corridor  have  untapped  transit  market.  Brian 
Larkin  replied  ves,  as  long  as  one  doesn’t  have  to  spend  an  hour  on  the  bus.  Berkovitz  and  Loren  Lopin 
note  that  after  6:30  the  buses  out  to  this  area  are  full.  Bruce  Balshone  stated  the  market  exists  and  could 
be  tapped  with  real  options  for  service  during  non-commute  hours.  One  of  the  frustrations  for  transit 
riders  in  these  outer  segments  is  that  the  various  38  routes  branch  off  from  each  other.  Green 
suggested  that  those  in  the  outer  segments  are  most  in  need  of  reduced  stops  to  reduce  travel  time; 
however,  the  Limited  service  stops  relatively  early  along  the  corridor. 

The  GCAC  agreed  that  these  western  segments  could  be  better  served  by  more  express  sty  le  service 
choices. 

Segments  C and  D 

Steve  Ferrario  suggested  that  Masonic  should  be  a segment  break.  Important  land  use  changes  happen 
at  this  intersection. 

Peter  Albert  of  BART  requested  that  the  table  of  Geary  Corridor  Segment  Characteristics  also  list  the 
major  cross  routes  for  other  transit. 

Balshone  noted  that  the  biggest  problem  for  transit  in  this  area  is  that  cars  are  in  the  way  of  transit. 
David  Schaefer  mentioned  the  problem  of  double  parking  in  bus  zones.  Sousa  added  that  near  the  Ross 
Mall,  drivers  park  in  the  bus  zone.  As  a result  the  bus  regularly  must  stop  in  the  middle  of  the  lane. 
Double  parking  and  bus  zone  parking  are  inadequately  enforced. 

Berkovitz  suggested  merging  segments  from  Arguello  to  25,h.  Green  suggested  adding  a segment 
instead.  Others  on  the  GCAC  consider  Park  Presidio  a key  segmentation  line. 

One  major  difference  between  Segment  C and  Segment  B is  the  activity  along  Clement  Street  the 
parallel  street,  and  the  nature  of  Geary  commercial  uses.  On  segment  B,  there  is  not  as  much 
commercial  on  Geary.  Segment  B has  heavier  car  use,  whereas  segment  C has  more  walking.  The  traffic 
on  Geary  in  Segment  C moves  better  than  that  on  B,  because  it  has  more  lanes,  despite  the  higher  levels 
of  pedestrians. 

Schaefer  also  added  that  people  are  driving  fast  on  the  side  streets  such  as  Anza. 

Chang  asked  about  segment  D.  The  GCAC  agrees  that  the  Trader  Joe’s  store  parking  operations  affect 
buses  significantly.  At  the  same  time,  some  MUNI  riders  of  the  38  do  stop  at  the  Trader  Joe’s  along 
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their  trips.  The  GCAC  reports  that  the  neighborhood  does  want  to  alleviate  the  Trader  Joe’s  impacts 
especially  on  transit. 

Segment  E and  F 

Speer  reminded  the  GCAC  that  part  of  this  segment  is  a Redevelopment  Area.  He  added  that  the 
Japantown  Center  parking  garage  is  underutilized.  Kate  White  suggested  that  the  GCAC  hear  from 
somebody  at  the  Redevelopment  Agency  on  the  plans  for  this  area. 

The  GCAC  agrees  that  the  underpasses  on  Geary  divide  the  neighborhoods  north  and  south  of  Geary. 
The  GCAC  also  agrees  that  the  pedestrian  bridges  don’t  serve  pedestrians  well.  A number  of  GCAC 
members  would  like  to  see  those  intersections  designed  to  occur  at-grade.  Speer  reminded  the  GCAC 
that  the  22  Fillmore  would  be  negatively  impacted  if  these  intersections  at  Geary  were  returned  to  grade. 
A number  of  GCAC  members  emphasized  how  unpleasant  this  segment  of  Geary  is  for  the  pedestrian 
and  recommended  at  grade  solutions.  Speer  would  like  to  see  underground  transit,  such  as  a fast  rail 
tunnel  underneath  Geary  for  the  future. 

Green  suggested  that  if  BRT  were  implemented  underneath  the  intersection,  the  sidewalks  of  on  the 
Fillmore  overpass  could  be  “decked,”  making  this  crossing  nicer  for  pedestrians.  Ferrario  asked  about  a 
viaduct  at  Fillmore.  Tilly  Chang  says  that  this  could  be  considered,  though  very  expensive,  and  that  the 
corridor  study  would  look  both  at  transit  alternatives  under  and  at-grade. 

White  commented  that  this  segment  feels  suburban  with  blank  walls.  Several  GCAC  members  noted 
that  Japantown’s  vision  for  the  neighborhood  is  for  housing  above  the  old  malls,  open  to  Geary,  with 
shops  on  the  street  itself. 

Chang  confirmed  that  improvements  to  Geary  must  be  “rail-ready,”  meaning  that  any  improvements 
must  not  preclude  rail. 

Green  asked  whether  the  ROW  measure  - 68’  - on  segment  F includes  O’Farrell.  It  does  not  and  will  be 
fixed  in  the  table  to  reflect  both  Geary  and  O’Farrell  streets. 

The  GCAC  seemed  to  agree  that  this  segment  F is  where  buses  are  stuck  to  the  worst  degree  and  where 
the  most  travel  time  is  lost.  Chang  asked  about  the  feasibility  of  removing  stops. 

Suany  Chough,  planner  with  Muni,  noted  that  the  travel  time  on  this  segments  is  faster  inbound  because 
boarding  (which  happens  primarily  outbound)  takes  longer  than  alighting,  which  happens  primarily 
inbound. 

Kim  Nguyen  asked  about  the  proposals  to  move  stops  near  the  New  Saigon  project.  Chough  described 
the  Inner  Geary  Phase  1 project  proposal  to  delete  5 stops  including  a stop  at  Larkin. 

Max  Lantz  suggested  that  freight  loading  is  a problem  in  this  area,  with  buses  blocked  at  Gough,  Larkin. 
Balshone  asked  whether  enforcement  of  these  violations  could  only  be  provided  by  the  police.  Chang 
confirmed  that  only  the  police  can  enforce  moving  violations.  Legislation  has  been  proposed  that  would 
allow  parking  control  officers  (PCOs)  to  enforce  moving  violations. 

Green  said  that  diamond  lanes  don’t  work  very  well  because  cars  use  it  to  make  right  turns,  etc.  White 
stated  that  BRT  is  needed  with  a dedicated  right  of  way,  in  which  cars  aren’t  allowed.  Green  agreed  that 
the  problem  with  the  diamond  lane  is  that  it’s  unclear  whether  cars  can  use  it  or  not. 

Michael  Louie  made  a motion  to  add  a segment  boundary  at  25th'  . The  motion  was  seconded  by  Aida 
Berkovitz,  and  unanimously  approved. 

The  Minutes  for  Meeting  1 were  unanimously  approved. 

3.  Geary  Transit  Corridor  Study  Goals 


O:\BRT\Geary\CAC\Meeting  2 • 04.22.04\Final  Minutes  • Meeting  2.doc: 


Page  3 of  5 


I 


This  item  was  tabled  until  Meeting  3 due  to  shortness  of  time. 


4.  Neighborhood  Planning  Opportunities  - Planning  Department 

Ken  Rich  and  John  Billovits  of  the  Planning  Department  presented  a proposal  for  a Better 
Neighborhoods  Plan  studv  on  Gearv  Blvd. 

Aida  Berkovitz  asked  how  the  Planning  Department  formalizes  these  Better  Neighborhoods  Plans  in 
such  a way  that  their  policies  and  recommendations  outlast  changing  mayoral  administrations.  The 
Planning  Department  responded  that  the  outreach  and  involvement  process  for  developing  these  plans 
means  that  the  communities  own  the  plan  and  the  projects  within  it,  and  when  a community  asks  for  the 
plan  to  be  implemented,  the  elected  officials  will  be  responsive.  In  addition,  the  Prop  K transportation 
sales  tax  has  funding  for  the  kind  of  projects  that  would  be  included  in  this  plan. 

Kim  Nguyen  asked  for  clarification  whether  the  planning  department’s  neighborhood-based  approach 
means  linking  the  design  of  the  street  to  reflect  the  character  of  the  surrounding  neighborhood;  the 
Planning  Department’s  answer  is  yes.  For  instance,  said  Ken  Rich,  3"1  Street’s  light  rail  is  being 
developed  with  a consistent  design  treatment,  which  changes  in  the  core  of  the  3rd  street  commercial 
area  to  reflect  the  distinct  character  of  that  area. 

Kate  White  made  a comment  to  the  CAC,  which  is  that  she  is  pushing  the  Mayor  to  fund  the  Planning 
Department’s  Better  Neighborhoods  work  in  conjunction  with  the  CAC’s  work,  in  order  to  complete  a 
vision  for  the  Geary  corridor.  She  asked  the  Authority  whether  other  visions  for  the  Corridor,  which 
have  been  developed  in  the  past,  could  be  presented.  She  also  requested  a better  understanding  of  the 
history  of  the  corridor  such  as  when  the  rail  tracks  that  had  existed  on  Geary  were  pulled.  Finally,  she 
asked  whether  BRT  can  contribute  to  sense  of  place  as  rail  can. 

The  Planning  Department  representatives  replied  that  there  is  no  formula;  BRT  imitates  rail  service  and 
has  a lot  of  promise.  The  Planning  Department  is  not  advocating  rail  per  se. 

Brian  Larkin  asked  about  density  changes.  The  Planning  Department’s  mission  is  to  improve  the  public 
realm,  but  the  density  of  buildings  is  beyond  the  public  realm.  • Ken  Rich  said  that  actually  the  Planning 
Department’s  mission  includes  both  publicly  owned  and  privately  owned  land.  Regulations  of  privately 
owned  land  are  one  tool  to  build  place. 

Tilly  Chang  pointed  out  that  for  the  purposes  of  the  Geary  Corridor  Transit  Study,  existing,  already- 
adopted  land  use  plans  will  be  assumed.  No  changes  to  land  use  will  be  sought  as  part  of  the  Geary 
Corridor  Study. 

Loren  Lopin  asked  about  the  controversy  surrounding  removing  height  restrictions  and  parking 
requirements  along  transit  corridors.  Lopin  opposes  this.  The  Planning  Department  clarified  that  no 
such  proposal  exists.  Some  in  the  public  have  been  upset  by  the  proposed  housing  element,  which  is  a 
policy  document  that  would  not  change  controls.  The  Planning  Department  staff  added  that  San 
Francisco’s  growth  pressure  should  be  directed  to  locations  that  are  best  able  to  accommodate  it  with 
minimal  impacts,  such  as  on  major  transit  corridors.  In  addition,  the  Planning  Commission  has  in  the 
past  approved  projects  with  lower  parking  requirements  when  they  are  near  transit. 

Steve  Boland  commented  that  the  GCAC  should  consider  the  housing  element  during  the  planning  for 
Geary,  because  it’s  a policy  statement  on  how  land  use  will  change  over  time.  Ken  Rich  reminded  the 
GCAC  that  the  Housing  Element  is  a policy  document,  and  that  it  does  not  implement  any  changes. 
Steve  Boland  commented  that  the  GCAC  must  design  for  the  future. 

Tilly  Chang  added  that  the  Geary  Corridor  study  will  not  seek  land  use  changes  beyond  those  already 
projected  under  existing  plans  and  policies.  To  clarify,  the  study  is  to  be  a comprehensive  approach  to 
improving  transit  given  existing  land  use  trends  and  projections  for  Geary,  and  assuming  no  land  use 
policy  changes.  The  changes  to  Geary  transit  service  are  intended  to  target  raising  the  standards  and 
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level  of  service  for  current  users  and  attracting  new  users  to  transit. 

6.  Next  Meeting 

The  Committee  agreed  to  postpone  election  of  a Chair  until  a future  meeting.  The  next  meeting  will  be 
held  on  June  24. 

7.  Public  Comment 

Peter  Albert,  BART,  commented  that  the  study  does  need  to  consider  land  use  elements  such  as 
driveways.  Also,  many  amenities  for  transit  users  are  land  use  elements.  So,  transit’s  integrity  can’t  be 
separated  from  land  use. 

Jackie  Sachs  stated  that  the  only  way  to  alleviate  congestion  is  through  light  rail  transit.  She  cited  a 
Transit  Task  Force  Report  completed  in  the  80s  on  implementing  LRT  on  Geary;  and  the  Geary  Transit 
Study  from  March  1995. 

David  Vasquez  told  the  GCAC  that  he  helped  to  render  Allan  Jacob’s  vision  for  Geary  Blvd.  and  would 
be  glad  to  assist  on  projects  for  this  study. 

Ron  Konapaski  commented  that  he  is  concerned  about  investments  to  improve  transit  on  Geary;  these 
steps  seem  regressive.  He  added  that  streets  are  for  automobiles. 

Bruce  Balshone  motioned  to  adjourn;  Ellouise  Patton  seconded;  the  meeting  adjourned  at  7:45  PM. 
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AGENDA 


100  Van  Ness  Avenue  25m  Floor 
San  Francisco,  California  94102 
415.522.4800  tax  415.522.4829 
info@sfcta.org  wviw.sfcta.org 


Geary  Corridor  CAC: 
Meeting  3 

Date: 

6:00  p.m.,  Thursday,  June  24,  2004 

DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 

Location: 

100  Van  Ness  Avenue,  25th  Floor 

NOV  2 9 2005 

6:00  1. 

6:10  2. 

Introductions/Approval  of  Minutes  — ACTION  * 
Geary  Transit  Corridor  Study  Goals  * 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

This  item  is  carried  over  from  Meeting  2.  The  Prop  Iv  Expenditure  Plan  and  Draft 
Countywide  Transportation  Plan  identify  limited  resources  to  be  available  for 
transportation  investment  over  the  next  30  years.  Bus  Rapid  Transit  (BRT)  can  improve 
existing  services  and  help  stem  the  loss  of  transit  mode  shares  in  the  Geary  corridor  by 
delivering  real  performance  benefits  quickly  and  cost-effectively.  We  will  present  the 
city’s  BRT  system  development  goals  and  together  clarify  how  these  should  apply  to  the 
Geary  corridor. 

6:45  3.  Geary  Transit  Corridor  Study  Request  for  Proposals  and  Study  Scope* 

Funding  has  been  allocated  from  the  Prop  I<  Expenditure  Plan  to  study  Bus  Rapid  Transit  and 
other  rapid  transit  alternatives  on  the  Geary  corridor.  A Request  for  Proposals  to  study  the 
corridor,  and  develop  and  evaluate  rapid  transit  alternatives,  has  been  issued.  We  will  provide  an 
overview  of  the  Request  for  Proposals  and  the  scope  of  work  for  the  Geary  transit  corridor 
study,  and  elicit  CAC  feedback.  We  will  seek  the  CAC's  input  on  the  design  of  the  public 
outreach  component  of  the  scope  in  particular. 


7:25  5.  Next  Meeting 

6.  Public  Comment 

7:30  7.  Adjourn 


* Materials  attached. 

This  meeting  location  is  wheelchair  accessible.  In  order  to  allow  individuals  with  environmental  illness  or  multiple 
chemical  sensitivity  to  attend  the  meeting,  individuals  are  requested  to  refrain  from  wearing  perfume  or  other 
scented  products.  All  times  shown  are  for  information  only.  Items  will  be  called  at  the  discretion  of  the  Chair. 

If  you  prefer  receiving  future  agendas  via  email  instead  of  regular  mail,  please  send  your  request  to 
Rachel MIiatt@s  fcta.org 


Draft  Minutes 

Geary  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  DOCUMEN  > S DEP  I 

Meeting  3:  Thursday,  June  24,  2004 

s y j NOV  2 9 2005 

The  meeting  began  at  6:10  PM.  SAN  FRANCISCO 

PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

Present  were  the  following  members:  Bruce  Balshone,  Steve  Boland,  Amber  Crabbe,  Max  Lantz,  Bruce 
Osterweil,  David  Schaefer,  Kate  White,  Brian  Larkin,  Michael  Louie,  Michael  Gowe,  Andrew  Green 
(Alternate),  Loren  Lopin  (Alternate). 

Absent:  Steve  Ferrario,  David  Heller,  Kim  Nguyen,  Ellouise  Patton,  Robert  Speer,  Aida  Berkovitz 
(Alternate),  Maria  Sousa  (Alternate),  Suzanne  Tucker  (Alternate). 

Authority  Members  and  Staff  present:  Tilly  Chang  (Manager  of  Planning),  Julie  Kirschbaum  (Senior 
Transportation  Planner),  Rachel  Hiatt  (Transportation  Planner). 

1.  Introductions/Approval  of  Minutes 

Tilly  Chang,  Manager  of  Planning,  opened  the  meeting  and  introduced  representatives  of  public 
agencies  present  in  the  audience:  Suany  Chough  (MUNI);  Ken  Rich  and  John  Billovits  (Planning 
Department);  Lili  Farhang  (DPH);  and  Peter  Albert  (BART).  Chang  reminded  the  committee  that 
consistent  attendance  is  expected  and  that  only  4 missed  meetings  are  allowed  per  CAC  bylaws.  She 
passed  out  an  updated  list  of  committee  member  contact  information  and  reminded  GCAC  members 
that  committee  members  who  must  miss  a meeting  are  responsible  for  finding  an  alternate  to  replace 
them  for  that  meeting.  Chang  suggested  that  a process  to  nominate  a committee  chair  and  vice  chair  be 
initiated  at  the  next  meeting. 

David  Schaefer  made  a motion  to  approve  the  draft  Meeting  2 minutes;  seconded  by  Brian  Larkin. 
Meeting  2 minutes  were  approved  unanimously. 

2.  Geary  Transit  Corridor  Study  Goals  (tabled  from  Meeting  2) 

Tilly  Chang  described  the  process  by  which  a set  of  inter-agency  rapid  transit  goals  was  developed.  As 
the  foundation  for  the  corridor  studies,  the  Authority  and  partner  agencies  held  a daylong  workshop  at 
which  a set  of  goals  and  strategies  for  rail  and  bus  rapid  transit  in  San  Francisco  were  agreed  upon. 

That  workshop  also  established  a definition  of  the  elements  of  rapid  transit  in  San  Francisco.  Chang 
stated  that  BRT  in  San  Francisco  will  be  defined  differently  than  in  other  cities  and  that  city  and 
Authority  staff  had  attempted  to  identify  the  package  of  treatments  that  means  rapid  transit  in  the  San 
Francisco  context.  Chang  asked  the  committee  for  comments  and  their  personal  definitions  of  BRT. 

Steve  Boland  stated  that  BRT  is  difficult  to  define  because  systems  in  different  cities  vary  widely. 

Tilly  Chang  agreed  and  added  that  fast  and  reliable  transit  often  requires  a dedicated  right  of  way 
(ROW7),  and  noted  that  not  all  systems  called  BRT  have  included  a dedicated  ROW.  However,  common 
elements  of  rapid  and  reliable  transit  service  can  be  identified.  Transit  Signal  Priority  (TSP)  is  a 
necessary  element,  which  extends  green  time  at  traffic  signals  to  allow  transit  vehicles  through.  Wide 
station  spacing/ consolidated  stops  are  also  a standard  rapid  transit  approach  to  reducing  dwell  time. 


O:\BRT\Geary\CAC\Me 


- 08.26.04\Fir 


Page  1 of  6 


The  design  and  branding  of  a high  quality  service  is  also  important.  Chang  directs  the  committee  to 
page  2 of  the  Goals  handout,  which  outlines  the  range  of  key  rapid  transit  elements. 

Brian  Larkin  asked  what  AVL  refers  to.  Chang  clarified  that  Automatic  Vehicle  Location  (AVL)  systems, 
such  as  GPS,  allow  1)  the  operator  to  track  buses  in  real  time  and  manage  spacing;  2)  provide  real-time 
passenger  information;  and  3)  communicate  with  traffic  signals  to  provide  priority. 

Chang  directed  the  committee  to  the  statement  of  Rapid  Transit  Service  Goals  on  page  1 of  the  Goals 
handout. 

Brian  Larkin  asked  whether  the  type  of  service  shown  in  the  BRT  video  (Meeting  1)  is  feasible  in  the 
next  5-10  years.  Tilly  Chang  stated  that  this  type  of  project  is  technologically  feasible  in  that  time  if  the 
public  will  supports  it.  She  cautioned  that  the  video  depicted  buses  with  left-door  boarding,  a fleet 
MI  NI  currently  does  not  have  and  does  not  expect  to  procure  within  the  5-10  year  timeframe.  The 
resources  for  new  buses  would  need  to  be  identified  in  order  to  provide  exactly  that  service.  The 
bottom  line  is  that  community  support  and  technical  support  are  both  necessary. 

Max  Lantz  asked  whether  that  Authority  could  potentially  delay  the  procurement  of  diesel  bus 
replacements  in  order  to  fund  left  door  buses.  Tilly  Chang  stated  that  might  be  possible. 

Tilly  Chang  added  that  Geary  is  a good  first  project  of  its  kind  because  the  corridor  is  a closed  system, 
unlike  Van  Ness,  for  instance,  where  two  key  routes  use  the  corridor  then  branch  off  Van  Ness  to 
different  parts  of  the  ciy.  Alternatwe  buses  on  Van  Ness  must  yvork  everywhere  the  route  goes;  on 
Geary,  the  buses  need  not  be  constrained  to  the  requirements  for  standard  MUNI  routes. 

Andrew  Green  suggested  that  the  corridor  could  be  dmded  into  segments  or  phases  of  BRT  as 
technically  and  financially  yvarranted.  Seyreral  committee  members  cautioned  that  customers  should  not 
be  forced  to  transfer  as  a result  of  segmentation. 

Amber  Crabbe  informed  the  committee  that  buses  exist  yvith  doors  on  both  sides. 

Brian  Larkin  asked  yvhether  the  study  would  compare  the  capital  costs  of  different  alternatives.  Tilly 
Chang  confirmed  that  the  Geary  Study  would  include  fully  allocated  cost  comparisons  as  requested  by 
many  interested  parties.  She  noted  that  since  BRT  has  not  been  implemented  in  San  Francisco  yet, 
these  costs  must  be  estimates  only,  informed  by  the  experience  of  other  cities. 

Julie  Kirschbaum,  Transportation  Authority,  stated  that  since  BRT  y^ehicles  are  smaller  than  typical  LRT 
vehicles,  the  more  frequent  service  is  ynsible  to  customers.  Steyren  Boland  pointed  out  that  the  PM  peak 
frequency  on  Geary  currently  is  2 minutes  and  that  added  capacity’  yvith  bus  is  not  possible.  Thus, 
frequent  service  is  not  enough  argument  in  favor  of  BRT  rather  than  LRT.  Tilly  Chang  stated  that  LRT 
and  BRT  could  both  be  operated  yvith  smaller  or  larger  y’ehicles  and  yvith  higher  or  lower  frequencies; 
the  operational  pattern  is  not  inherent  to  the  mode. 

Bruce  Balshone  asked  how  BRT  buses  handle  access  for  people  yydth  disabilities.  Facilitating  access  for 
people  who  use  wheelchairs  introduces  significant  delay,  particularly  yvhen  the  38  is  crowded.  Fie  added 
that  standard  bus  aisles  have  insufficient  yyadth  to  accommodate  yvheelchair  users  efficiently.  Tilly  Chang 
clarified  that  level  boarding  speeds  up  the  boarding  process  for  all  passengers  including  those  in 
wheelchairs.  The  tradeoff  is  between  aisle  yvidth  and  number  and  width  of  seats.  She  pointed  out  that 
Alameda  County  (AC)  Transit  noyv  uses  Van  Hool  buses  on  some  routes  which  hayre  low  boarding  and 
wider  aisles,  but  that  other  passengers  do  not  like  the  steps  up  to  seat  or  the  feyver  numbers  of  seats. 

Amber  Crabbe  added  that  access  for  people  with  disabilities  is  inefficient  on  the  Van  FIool  buses 
because  the  driver  must  open  the  back  door  manually  to  deploy  the  ramp. 

Michael  Gowe  asked  whether  the  Geary  Corridor  study  will  include  an  alternative  with  existing  MUNI 
buses.  FilK  Chang  clarified  that  one  alternative  will  assume  existing  buses  and  one  wall  include  a “dream 
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bus.”  Michael  Gowe  suggested  that  the  matrix  of  BRT  elements  be  stratified  according  to  the  feasibility 
of  the  various  elements  over  the  next  5 years. 

David  Schaefer  noted  that  current  buses  would  require  conversion  in  order  to  provide  level  boarding, 
and  that  this  reconstruction  itself  may  be  costly.  The  added  conversion  cost  should  be  incorporated  and 
compared  with  the  costs  of  LRT.  The  point  is  that  the  incremental  project  implementation  will  involve 
various  conversion  costs  that  should  be  considered  when  comparing  alternatives. 

Kate  White  commented  that  missing  from  the  set  of  goals  is  increased  transit  ridership.  Tilly  Chang 
directed  the  committee  to  page  3 of  the  Goals  handout  and  clarified  that  page  3 provides  transit  system 
development  goals  for  the  long  run,  as  documented  in  the  countywide  plan.  In  contrast,  page  1 of  the 
same  handout  documents  BRT  service  goals.  Chang  apologized  to  the  committee  for  any  confusion 
between  the  two  sets  of  goals.  The  set  on  pg  3 presents  the  transit  system  development  goals  that  led 
the  Countywide  Transportation  Plan  and  the  New  Expenditure  Plan  to  choose  a BRT  strategy.  The 
goals  on  pg  1 are  the  goals  to  aim  for  specifically  when  designing  rapid  transit. 

Steve  Boland  suggested  that  improving  the  image  of  rubber  tire  transit  is  key.  Tilly  Chang  agreed  and 
clarified  that  BRT  is  to  be  designed  to  provide  an  attractive  choice  for  the  mainstream  customer,  and  not 
to  serve  as  a choice  of  last  resort.  Chang  emphasized  that  high  quality  service  and  the  branding  of  the 
system  are  important  to  closing  the  quality  perception  gap  between  bus  and  rail. 

Brian  Larkin  asked  whether  evidence  has  been  documented  of  the  perception  that  rail  is  better  than  bus. 
City  staff  noted  that  it  has.  Tilly  Chang  pointed  out  that  the  perception  of  rail  versus  bus  service  owes 
to  the  divergent  operating  standards  that  have  been  applied  to  buses  versus  rail  service  in  US  history. 
Buses  have  not  historically  been  provided  a dedicated  right  of  way  with  multiple  door,  level  boarding 
and  pre-paid  fares.  She  stated  that  rubber  tire  technology  can  be  organized  to  simulate  rail  service,  and 
that  the  differing  perceptions  are  an  artifact  of  how  the  different  modes  have  been  implemented  in  the 
US  historically. 

Bruce  Osterweil  commented  that  if  the  service  works,  that  is,  if  it  is  reliable  and  fast,  public  perception 
will  change  over  time.  He  also  wondered  why  decreasing  emissions  is  listed  as  an  ancillary  goal  of  a 
transit  project.  Chang  explained  that  we  expect  air  quality  benefits  from  any  transit  project,  and  that  this 
is  not  a goal  that  mainly  helps  to  choose  among  alternatives. 

Amber  Crabbe  stated  a concern  with  prioritizing  attracting  choice  riders  as  a goal.  She  commented  that 
the  Geary  project  should  prioritize  making  improvements  for  existing  riders  rather  than  just  attracting 
new  riders.  She  also  commented  that  safety  goals  should  prioritize  safety  for  the  pedestrians  and  cyclists 
accessing  the  transit  service.  The  quality  of  the  environment  for  pedestrians  and  bicyclists  should  not 
be  diminished  in  order  to  improve  transit.  Tilly  Chang  responded  that  the  Authority’s  perspective  is 
improving  service  for  existing  riders  is  the  primary  goal,  but  added  that  the  intent  is  to  improve  service 
levels  to  a competitive  level  that  can  attract  everyone,  including  choice  riders.  Chang  also  agreed  that 
every  transit  trip  begins  with  a pedestrian  trip  and  therefore  safe  access  to  transit  by  foot  and  bike  is 
critical. 

Michael  Gowe  asked  whether  the  conclusion  is  foregone  that  BRT  will  be  chosen  for  Geary.  He 
requested  clarification  of  the  GCAC’s  role  in  the  decision  of  what  project  is  actually  implemented.  He 
asked  whether  the  GCAC  spins  its  wheels  to  discuss  the  possibility  of  LRT.  Tilly  Chang  stated  that  the 
funding  for  transit  improvements  on  Geary  is  specifically  for  a BRT  solution.  Chang  explained  the 
background  to  this  decision.  The  Countywide  Transportation  Plan,  which  identified  key  corridors 
throughout  the  city  and  identified  key  transportation  needs  and  described  a strategy  for  transit  system 
development  over  the  next  30  years,  precedes  the  Geary  study.  The  CWTP  provides  the  strategic 
answers  to  the  questions  of  how  San  Francisco  can  meet  needs  for  transit  as  well  as  other  modes.  The 
CWTP  alternatives  analysis  found  that  San  Francisco  can  invest  limited  transportation  resources  in  1 or 
2 large  projects;  can  spend  all  its  resources  on  the  backlog  of  need  to  maintain  and  rehabilitate  the 
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existing  system;  or  a “middle  option”  of  strategic  investments  to  improve  transit  service  cost-effectively 
through  bus  rapid  transit  while  not  foregoing  maintenance.  The  CWTP  work  implies  that  SF  cannot 
build  rail  on  Geary  and  still  meet  other  needs  for  other  modes. 

Chang  clarified  that  the  CWTP  sets  forth  that  middle  option  as  the  city’s  strategic  approach  to  transit 
system  development  over  the  next  30  years.  She  pointed  out  that  no  prior  study  on  Geary  has 
considered  BRT,  and  that  the  current  Geary  Corridor  study  will  address  that  gap.  She  clarified  that  the 
voter-approved  Proposition  K identifies  funding  BRT  on  Geary.  Prop  I<  also  states  that  Geary  must  be 
“rail  ready,”  meaning  that  any  infrastructure  installed  on  Geary  must  be  convertible  to  rail  in  a 
reasonable  manner. 

Bruce  Osterwcil  asked  whether  the  Geary  Corridor  study  will  show  an  LRT  option  for  comparison; 
Chang  clarified  that  yes,  an  LRT  option  will  be  analyzed.  Osterweil  asked  whether  if  funding  was  not  an 
object,  LRT  would  be  preferable  to  BRT.  Chang  said  that  LRT  would  not  necessarily  be  preferable  to 
BRT.  She  stated  that  the  service  outcomes  of  BRT  versus  LRT  depend  on  the  operating  pattern,  and 
that  BRT  can  be  superior  to  LRT. 

Steve  Boland  suggested  that  even  if  BRT  is  operated  at  an  equal  level  of  performance  to  LRT, 
concluding  that  BRT  is  an  equal  level  of  service  denies  the  basic  human  nature  that  rail  is  preferred  over 
rubber  tire  vehicles.  Tilly  Chang  responded  that  historical  comparisons  of  rubber  tire  and  rail  services 
are  not  apples  to  apples  comparisons  because  the  technologies  have  been  operated  so  differently. 

Amber  Crabbe  referred  the  committee  members  to  a website  that  includes  TALC’s  publication 
“Revolutionizing  Bay  Area  Transit  on  a Budget.”  www. transcoaIition.org. 

Andrew  Green  acknowledged  that  people  tend  to  feel  on  rail  as  if  they  are  “going  somewhere,”  in 
contrast  to  bus  operations  such  as  the  38  Geary,  which  stops  frequently.  At  the  same  time,  he  pointed 
out  that  limited  funds  for  transportation  and  a voter  approved  expenditure  plan  are  the  reality.  He 
added  that  the  GCAC  has  a responsibility  not  to  preclude  the  best  uses  of  funds  citywide.  He  stated 
that  the  committee  couldn’t  maximize  Geary  without  considering  the  constraints  and  needs  of  the  entire 
city.  Tilly  Chang  responded  that  the  Countywide  Plan  did  analyze  the  entire  city’s  needs  and  concluded 
that  BRT  was  the  best  strategic  transit  development  choice  for  all  those  reasons. 

Tilly  Chang  clarified  again  that  page  3 of  the  Goals  handout  outlines  the  long-term,  citywide  transit 
system  development  goals  that  apply  beyond  the  Geary  study.  Page  1 of  the  Goals  handout  presents  the 
Geary  project  goals  for  what  can  be  done  now.  She  emphasized  that  San  Francisco  can  only  afford  a 
BRT  solution.  She  cautioned  that  system  development  goals  should  not  be  confused  with  the  BRT 
study  goals  because  the  framework  for  the  Geary  Study  is  not  long  term. 

Brian  Larkin  asked  why  the  Geary  Corridor  Study  is  limited  to  a 5-10  year  timeframe.  Tilly  Chang 
explained  that  this  decision  was  from  the  direction  of  the  Authority  Board  and  that  the  Prop  K 
expenditure  Plan  also  specifies  the  short-term  horizon.  She  clarifies  that  the  Study’s  purpose  is  to 
narrow  the  options  for  Geary  improvements  through  a technical  and  consensus  building  process. 

Several  committee  members  all  agreed  that  the  goals  should  be  more  direct.  TA  Staff  agreed  to  revisit 
and  revise  the  goals  and  discuss  them  again  at  a future  meeting. 

Public  comment  during  this  item: 

Peter  Albert  suggested  that  “connectivity”  with  other  key  transit  lines  be  added  as  a service  goal.  He 
also  added  that  the  goals  reflect  the  incremental  capabilities  of  BRT  treatments  to  evolve  continually  as 
resources  are  available.  Chang  agreed,  adding  that  “connectivity”  in  terms  of  physically  connecting 
transit  lines  more  seamlessly,  as  well  as  perceived  connectivity  from  the  riders  perspective,  is  important. 

Ken  Rich  commented  that  Muni’s  potential  inability  to  procure  alternative  buses  is  a reminder  to  keep  in 
mind  for  both  the  long  and  near  term  horizons  of  the  project.  If  the  technical  and  committee  work 
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finds  that  left  door  or  other  alternative  buses  are  the  goal,  perhaps  the  timetable  for  implementation 
should  be  reconsidered. 

Norm  Rolfe  stated  that  the  costs  of  3rd  Street  light  rail  should  not  be  used  as  the  model  for  light  rail 
transit  costs  since  various  streetscape  and  other  improvements  are  included  within  the  LRT  costs.  He 
added  that  regardless  of  frequency,  the  capacity  of  LRT  vehicles  is  greater  than  for  buses. 

Ken  Rich  stated  that  a certain  increment  of  people  invariably  exist  who  will  ride  rail  transit  but  not  bus 
transit.  He  urged  the  GCAC  to  help  the  City  understand  the  unquantifiable  factors  behind  that  group 
and  identify  improvements  that  will  address  the  concerns. 

Peter  Albert  commented  that  the  presentation  of  goals  for  the  corridor  and  for  strategic  transit 
development  in  the  city  is  very  important  to  communicate  those  points.  He  stated  that  the  two  sets  of 
different  goals  are  confusing  and  will  not  be  clear  to  the  public.  He  suggested  that  the  system 
development  and  service  choice  goals  be  consolidated  into  a concise  statement  that  can  be  easily 
communicated.  He  suggested  that  a strong  set  of  goals  that  everyone  understands  will  be  very 
important  as  the  study  progresses  so  that  the  original  objectives  of  the  study  aren’t  compromised. 

Carl  Natvig  of  MUNI  referred  the  GCAC  to  two  websites:  www.lightrailnow.org  and 

www.publictransit.us. 

Norm  Rolfe  objected  to  Amber  Crabbe’s  earlier  statement  that  attracting  choice  riders  is  not  a priority; 
he  stated  that  attracting  choice  riders  should  be  a key  objective  of  transit  improvements  to  Geary. 

3.  Geary  Transit  Corridor  Study  Request  for  Proposals  and  Study  Scope 

Tilly  Chang  directed  the  GCAC  to  a handout,  not  included  in  the  packet,  which  summarizes  the  7 tasks 
of  the  Geary  study  as  presented  in  the  RFP,  and  the  roles  of  various  participants  in  the  study. 

Peter  Albert  asked  whether  the  RFP  included  in  the  packet  is  the  most  recent  version.  Tilly  Chang 
clarified  that  an  addendum  to  the  RFP  was  released  after  the  packet  had  been  distributed;  the  RFP 
Addendum  is  available  on  the  TA  website.  The  consultant  selected  will  be  approved  by  the  Finance 
Committee  on  July  13  and  the  TA  Board  on  July  20. 

Amber  Crabbe  asked  whether  GCAC  members  have  the  opportunity  to  provide  feedback  on  the  RFP. 
Tilly  Chang  stated  that  yes,  committee  members  should  send  any  comments  on  the  RFP  to  Chang  and 
they  will  be  considered  during  the  review  of  bids  and  negotiations  with  consultants. 

Tilly  Chang  stated  that  the  outreach  component  of  the  RFP  is  a critical  area  where  the  Authority 
requests  the  GCAC’s  assistance.  The  GCAC  will  be  asked  to  help  design  and  participate  in  the  outreach 
component  of  the  study. 

Bruce  Osterweil  asked  how  GCAC  members  should  send  suggestions  to  the  TA  on  this  issue. 

Lili  Farhang  of  the  DPFI  suggested  that  time  be  dedicated  on  a GCAC  agenda  to  discuss  the  structure 
for  outreach. 

Authority  staff  will  prepare  a structured  set  of  questions  to  elicit  GCAC  ideas  on  the  outreach 
component.  Chang  added  that  an  item  would  be  dedicated  to  the  design  of  the  outreach  component  at 
a future  meeting. 

Brian  Larkin  commented  that  despite  the  needs  citywide,  he  is  an  advocate  for  the  Geary  Corridor,  and 
that  the  Third  Street  corridor  got  a significant  investment,  and  Geary  should  not  be  compromised. 

4.  Next  Meeting 

The  Committee  agreed  to  postpone  election  of  a Chair  until  a future  meeting.  The  next  meeting  will  be 
held  on  August  26. 
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5.  Public  Comment 

Peter  Albert  requested  that  Authority  staff  distribute  the  updated  RFP  with  Addendum. 

Norm  Rolfe  distributed  a paper  that  he  wrote  providing  references  on  LRT  and  BRT. 

Suany  Chough  provided  an  update  on  the  Inner  Geary  Corridor  study.  The  hearing  for  proposed 
improvements  will  be  held  July  20,  4 pm,  at  400  City  Hall.  [This  hearing  has  since  been  rescheduled  to 
September  7] 


Bruce  Balshone  made  a motion  to  adjourn.  Brian  Larkin  seconded.  The  meeting  adjourned  at  7:45  p.m. 
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NOV  2 9 2005 


SAN  FRANCISCO 

6:00  1.  Introductions/Approval  of  Minutes  (Attachment  1)  - ACTION  * PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

6:15  2.  Present  Study  Objectives  and  Clarify  Role  of  Geary  CAC— 

INFORMATION  * 


In  response  to  a request  from  Committee  members,  staff  will  clarify  the  outcomes  of 
previous  decision-making  processes  for  the  Geary  corridor  versus  issues  to  be  decided  in 
the  Geary  Corridor  BRT  Study.  Staff  will  describe  the  objectives  for  the  Geary  Corridor 
BRT  Study  and  distinguish  Project  decisions  into  three  categories:  1)  decided  previously; 
2)  to  be  decided  in  this  study;  and  3)  to  be  decided  in  future  studies  (Attachment  2).  We 
will  also  more  clearly  define  the  roles  of  the  Geary  CAC  to:  1)  provide  input  to  staff  at 
critical  junctures  in  the  BRT  Study;  and  2)  serve  as  a liaison  between  the  agency  partners 
and  the  larger  community.  A study  timeline  showing  key  CAC  input  points  will  be  used 
to  guide  this  discussion  (Attachment  3).  We  are  seeking  feedback  from  the  CAC. 

6:55  3.  Elect  Chair  and  Vice  Chair  - ACTION* 


7:15  4. 


7:50  5. 


6. 

8:00  7. 


The  Committee  will  vote  on  a Chair  and  a Vice  Chair  based  on  the  nominations 
received.  The  Chair’s  responsibilities,  outlined  in  Attachment  4,  include:  running  an 
orderly  meeting;  managing  motions;  and  soliciting  public  comment.  If  the  Chair  is 
absent,  the  Vice  Chair  runs  the  meeting  in  his/her  place.  We  are  seeking  Committee 
approval  of  a Geary  Corridor  BRT  Study  Chair  and  Vice  Chair. 

Evaluate  Geary  Corridor  Transit  Goals— ACTION  * 

At  the  last  meeting,  the  Transportation  Authority  presented  goals  for  the  San  Francisco 
BRT  system,  as  developed  by  Authority  staff  and  our  partner  agencies  at  a one  day  BRT 
Workshop  in  January  2004.  To  guide  the  development  and  implementation  of  BRT  on 
Geary  Boulevard,  transit  goals  that  are  specifically  tailored  to  the  corridor  will  be 
proposed.  These  goals  will  provide  staff  and  consultants  with  an  analytic  framework  to 
evaluate  alternatives  and  measure  the  project  success  upon  implementation.  Based  on  the 
discussion  at  Meeting  3,  a set  of  draft  transit  corridor  goals  are  presented  (Attachment 
5).  We  are  seeking  Committee  feedback  and  edits  to  the  draft  transit  corridor  goals 
before  voting  on  its  approval. 

Next  Steps 

The  next  meeting  date  and  time  will  be  confirmed.  Staff  seeks  to  determine  if  there  is  interest 
in  a BRT  training  workshop.  A summary  of  the  outreach  survey  results  will  be  postponed  until 
the  October  meeting  pending  a fuller  Committee  response. 

Public  Comment 
Adjourn 
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’ Materials  attached. 

This  meeting  location  is  wheelchair  accessible.  In  order  to  allow  individuals  with  environmental  illness  or  multiple 
chemical  sensitivity  to  attend  the  meeting,  individuals  are  requested  to  refrain  from  wearing  perfume  or  other 
scented  products.  All  times  shown  are  for  information  only.  Items  will  be  called  at  the  discretion  of  the  Chair. 

It"  you  prefer  receiving  future  agendas  via  email  instead  of  regular  mail,  please  send  your  request  to 
J ulie_Kirschbaum@s  feta  .org 
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Meeting  4:  Thursday,  August  26,  2004 

NOV  2 9 2005 

The  meeting  began  at  6:10  PM.  SA^j  FRANCISCO 

PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

Present  were  the  following  members:  Bruce  Balshone,  Steve  Boland,  Amber  Crabbe,  Steve  Ferrario, 

Michael  Gowe,  David  Heller,  Max  Lantz,  Bruce  Osterweil,  Ellouise  Patton,  David  Schaefer,  and  Aida 
Berkovitz  (Alternate),. 

Absent:  Kate  White,  Brian  Larkin,  Michael  Louie,  Kim  Nguyen,  Robert  Speer,  Andrew  Green 
(Alternate),  Loren  Lopin  (Alternate),  Maria  Sousa  (Alternate),  Suzanne  Tucker  (Alternate). 

Authority  Members  and  Staff  present:  Jose  Luis  Moscovich  (Executive  Director),  Tilly  Chang 
(Deputy  Director  for  Planning),  Julie  Kirschbaum  (Senior  Transportation  Planner),  Rachel  Hiatt 
(Transportation  Planner). 

1.  Introductions/Approval  of  Minutes 

Tilly  Chang,  Deputy  Director  for  Planning,  opened  the  meeting  and  introduced  the  study  consultants. 

^ ^ ]oe  Story  from  DKS  Associates  will  lead  the  consultant  team.  Sub-consultants  David  McCrossan  from 
IBI  Group  and  Willi  Paul  from  the  Roberts  Group  were  also  introduced. 

Following  the  consultant  team  introductions,  Suany  Chough  from  MUNI  made  a brief  announcement 
about  an  upcoming  meeting  to  present  the  Inner  Geary  Transit  Improvement  Project  to  the  MTA 
r Board.  She  encouraged  Committee  members  to  attend  and  support  the  project. 

The  Committee  than  reviewed  the  minutes  from  the  last  meeting.  Steve  Ferrario  made  a motion  to 
approve  the  draft  Meeting  3 minutes;  seconded  by  Ellouise  Patton.  Public  Comment:  Norm  Rolfe 
indicated  that  his  comments  in  the  minutes  were  insufficient  and  required  additional  detail.  He  also 
indicated  that  the  paper  he  circulated  at  the  last  meeting  contains  an  economic  analysis  of  LRT  and  is 
available  to  the  public.  Meeting  3 minutes  were  approved  unanimously  (note:  Michael  Gowe  did  not 
arrive  in  time  to  vote  on  this  item). 

2.  Presenting  Study  Objectives  and  Clarify  Role  of  Geary  CAC 

The  Authority’s  Executive  Director  Jose  Luis  Moscovich  began  the  discussion  of  the  role  of  the  GCAC 
by  focusing  on  key  issues  related  to  the  project  including  the  need  for  transit  improvements  on  Geary, 
the  decision  making  process  that  led  to  BRT,  and  the  lack  of  resources  available  for  light  rail.  He  also 
made  comments  on  behalf  of  Supervisor  Jake  McGoldrick,  who  had  planned  to  attend  the  meeting,  but 
had  to  cancel  due  to  a scheduling  conflict.  These  comments  emphasized  the  value  of  electing  a chair, 
the  benefit  of  faster  project  delivery  associated  with  BRT,  and  the  importance  of  improved  travel  times, 
reliability,  and  comfort  to  Geary  residents.  David  Heller  commented  that  Geary  Boulevard  does  not 
need  LRT  because  it  is  too  expensive  and  hard  on  businesses.  He  told  fellow  committee  members  that 
local  merchants  and  property  owners  do  not  want  light  rail  because  of  the  construction  impacts  and 
cited  Market  Street  and  Ocean  Avenue  as  examples  of  commercial  districts  that  were  negatively 
impacted  by  light  rail  projects.  He  than  suggested  that  the  project  consider  restricting  parking  from  7:00 
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to  9:00  AM  and  operating  the  buses  in  the  parking  lane.  He  indicated  that  the  parking  on  Geary  was 
underutilized  in  the  morning. 

After  remarks  from  Mr.  Moscovich  Tilly  Chang  presented  a handout  that  included  the  study  objectives 
and  a chart  that  documented  what  decisions  would  be  made  in  the  Geary  Corridor  BRT  Study  verses 
decisions  that  had  already  been  made  or  would  be  made  in  subsequent  studies.  As  part  of  this  item  she 
also  presented  the  timeline  for  the  project.  Bruce  Osterweil  asked  if  the  GCAC  was  a decision  making 
body.  Staff  responded  by  indicating  that  the  GCAC  plays  an  advisory  role  in  the  study  and  that  the 
Board  ot  Supervisors  takes  their  feedback  very  seriously.  Public  Comment:  Roger  Basely  requested  that  the 
study  increase  the  focus  on  human  factors  and  that  underrepresented  groups,  such  as  school  children, 
be  given  a more  prominent  role.  He  also  asked  that  the  study  focus  on  linkages  and  connectivity.  Norm 
Rolfe  indicated  that  Proposition  I<  allocates  $55  million  for  LRT  studies  and  wanted  to  know  when  and 
how  that  money  would  be  spent.  He  also  questioned  why  the  Authority  was  moving  ahead  with  the  BRT 
study  when  full  funding  was  not  in  place,  when  it  would  not  do  the  same  for  other  projects.  David 
Yasquez  disagreed  with  David  Heller’s  previous  comment,  indicating  that  many  merchants  on  Geary 
Boulevard  support  transit  improvements.  He  also  indicated  that  a solution  was  needed  for  both  peak 
and  off-peak  travel. 

After  this  discussion,  Tilly  Chang  presented  a revised  meeting  schedule  through  February  2005.  In  the 
proposed  schedule  the  Committee  would  meet  approximately  every  6 weeks,  instead  of  bi-monthly.  The 
handout  also  contained  potential  meeting  topics  for  Task  2 of  the  BRT  Study.  Bruce  Osterweil  asked 
why  a study  was  needed  to  track  local  verses  express  riders,  since  ultimately  everyone  makes  their 
decision  based  on  the  shortest  travel  time.  Julie  Kirschbaum  explained  that  users  placed  different  values 
on  walking  and  total  travel  time.  Aida  Berkovitz  asked  if  the  study  ended  in  February  2005.  Staff 
indicated  that  it  will  be  an  eighteen  month  study,  but  the  meeting  topics  for  the  GCAC  have  only  been 
refined  through  Task  2.  Public  Comment:  Roger  Basely  requested  that  the  Committee  have  an  opportunity 
to  review  the  methodology  and  survey  plans  for  the  needs  assessment. 

3.  Electing  a Chair  and  Vice  Chair 

Before  the  meeting  the  following  nominations  were  received  for  Committee  Chair:  Bruce  Balshone, 
Brian  Larkin,  and  Bruce  Osterweil.  At  the  meeting  Amber  Crabbe  and  Steve  Ferrario  were  also 
nominated  and  Bruce  Osterweil  withdrew  from  the  election.  Each  candidate  spoke  in  support  of  their 
candidacy.  Brian  Larkin  was  not  in  attendance  so  Tilly  Chang  read  a statement  from  his  GCAC 
application.  Jackie  Sachs  also  spoke  out  in  support  of  his  candidacy.  The  committee  members  then 
voted  for  the  candidates  in  alphabetical  order.  After  the  first  round  of  voting,  Bruce  Balshone  and 
Amber  Crabbe  each  received  4 votes,  Steve  Ferrario  received  3 votes,  and  Brian  Larkin  received  0 votes. 
In  the  second  vote  between  Bruce  Balshone  and  Amber  Crabbe,  Bruce  Balshone  received  six  votes, 
making  him  the  new  Committee  Chair.  At  that  time,  the  Authority  staff  turned  the  meeting  over  to  Mr. 
Balshone  to  conduct  the  Vice  Chair  elections  and  the  remainder  of  the  meeting. 

Before  the  meeting  the  following  nominations  were  received  for  Committee  Vice  Chair:  Amber  Crabbe, 
Bruce  Osterweil,  and  David  Schaefer.  No  additional  nominations  were  received  at  the  meeting,  but  Mr. 
Osterweil  withdrew  his  candidacy.  Ms.  Crabbe  had  already  presented  her  statement.  David  Schaefer 
spoke  in  support  of  his  candidacy  and  Bruce  Balshone  also  spoke  on  his  behalf.  After  the  first  round  of 
voting  Amber  received  seven  votes,  making  her  the  new  Committee  Vice  Chair. 

4.  Evaluating  Geary  Corridor  Transit  Goals 

Before  this  item  began,  Ken  Rich  from  the  Planning  Department  gave  a brief  overview  of  the  status  ot 
the  Geary  Corridor  Better  Neighborhoods  Study,  which  is  a parallel  and  complementary  study  on  Geary 
Boulevard.  I le  indicated  that  the  study  would  not  begin  until  early  2005  because  of  staffing  needs.  The 
project  will  holistically  address  planning  issues  in  the  corridor,  including  transit.  He  also  indicated  that 
the  GCAC  would  be  a key  part  of  the  outreach  efforts.  At  present,  the  Planning  Department  is 
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considering  focusing  on  Geary  from  Laguna  to  Masonic.  He  asked  for  people  to  speak  to  him  after  the 
meeting  to  provide  feedback  on  these  geographic  boarders.  Public  Comment:  Richard  Allman  indicated  his 
concern  that  the  study  was  not  including  neighborhoods  east  of  Van  Ness. 

After  the  presentation  by  the  Planning  Department,  Julie  Kirschbaum  presented  a set  of  draft  transit 
goals  for  Geary.  The  discussion  focused  around  four  goals,  with  sub-goals  that  further  described  the 
primary  goals.  The  transit  goals  will  be  used  to  distinguish  between  alternatives  and  to  evaluate  the 
before  and  after  success  of  the  project. 

Robust  and  Stable  Ridership.  Committee  members  indicated  that  several  issues  listed  under 
subsequent  goals  also  impacted  ridership  including  connectivity,  perceptions,  and  destination  sensitivity. 
Public  Comment:  John  Nolte  indicated  that  reliability  is  critical.  Michael  Nolte  indicated  that  ridership 
growth  was  a key  component  of  the  sub-goal,  as  was  the  provision  of  maps  and  information  that  serve 
tourists  and  local  residents.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  responded  that  both  ridership  growth  and  the  availability 
of  maps/information  were  performance  measure  that  would  be  used  to  track  the  project’s  ability  to 
meet  the  goal  of  a robust  and  stable  ridership. 

Efficient,  Effective,  and  Equitable  Service.  Steve  Boland  asked  for  clarification  on  “existing  and 
planned  development.”  He  suggested  that  the  land  use  projections  from  the  Better  Neighborhoods 
project  be  included  in  this  analysis.  Aida  Berkovitz  identified  a need  for  equity  between  the  modes 
including  pedestrians,  bicyclists,  vehicles,  and  freight.  Max  Lantz  indicated  that  increased  ridership 
should  be  accommodated  and  should  not  lead  to  increased  crowding.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  indicated  that 
crowding  was  a key  performance  measure  for  in-vehicle  comfort.  Public  Comment:  Roger  Basely 
commented  that  the  under-represented  groups  should  be  stated  explicitly  to  include  school  children, 
seniors,  and  people  with  disabilities.  He  emphasized  the  importance  of  minimizing  the  impact  on  these 
groups. 

Neighborhood  Livability.  Amber  Crabbe  pointed  out  the  importance  of  enhancing  safety  and  security 
for  transportation  users  as  well  as  community  members.  Aida  Berkovitz  indicated  a need  for  safe  access 
by  all  modes,  including  pedestrians  and  bicyclists.  Public  Comment:  David  Vasquez  identified  a need  to 
minimize  construction  impacts. 

BRT  System  Development.  Steve  Boland  identified  “permanence”  as  a key  word  for  the  goal 
statement.  Steve  Ferrario  expressed  concern  that  too  strong  of  an  emphasis  on  “permanence”  would 
preclude  future  light  rail.  The  committee  re-scripted  the  sub-goal  to  include  both  sentiments.  Aida 
Berkovitz  indicated  that  San  Francisco  should  contribute  to  the  state  of  the  practice.  Amber  Crabbe 
commented  that  clear,  understandable,  and  accessible  information  should  be  a sub-goal  and  that 
information  included  both  at  the  platform  and  through  other  media  (e.g.,  maps  and  websites).  A 
comment  was  also  made  indicating  that  the  project  should  improve  people’s  perceptions  of  transit  and 
that  BRT  on  Geary  should  be  part  of  the  citywide  rapid  transit  system.  Public  Comment:  Jackie  Sachs 
expressed  concern  about  a video  simulation  presented  at  the  last  Citizens  Advisory  Committee.  She 
wanted  to  know  why  the  Authority  was  willing  to  give  up  a lane  for  BRT,  when  a light  rail  solution 
defined  in  previous  studies  did  not  take  a lane.  John  Nolte  requested  that  there  be  a stronger  emphasis 
on  regional  connectivity  and  connectivity  to  the  Transbay  Terminal  and  Union  Square. 

Steve  Ferrario  made  a motion  to  approve  the  goals  as  amended.  Steve  Boland  seconded  this  motion. 
The  amended  transit  goals  were  approved  unanimously. 

4.  Next  Meeting 

The  next  meeting  will  be  held  on  October  7. 

5.  Public  Comment 

Norm  Rolfe  suggested  that  the  Authority  record  the  meetings  and  indicated  that  this  may  be  a 
requirement  of  the  Brown  Act.  Staff  will  investigate  this  concern.  He  also  asked  David  Heller  if  he 
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thought  increased  housing  density  on  Geary  Boulevard  would  be  good  for  businesses.  A TLC 
representative  indicated  that  he  was  impressed  with  the  make  up  of  the  Geary  CAC  and  feels  that  this 
project  has  the  potential  to  be  one  of  the  most  important  transit  projects  in  the  country.  He  encouraged 
Committee  members  to  treat  outreach  as  a crucial  clement  of  the  project.  He  also  encouraged  the 
Committee  to  think  creatively  about  the  system  design.  For  example,  they  could  put  a next  bus  in  the 
Safeway  or  a kiosk  at  the  platform. 

Bruce  Osterweil  made  a motion  to  adjourn.  David  Heller  seconded.  The  meeting  adjourned  at 
8:00  PM. 


\8RT\Ge»ry\CACVMeetln|  <,  • 10, 07.0*\Dr*fl  Minutes 


Page  4 of  4 


AGENDA 


County  Tr 


ransportatlon  Authority 

100  Van  Ness  Avenue  25™  Floor 
San  Francisco,  California  94102 
415.522.4800  pax  415.522.4829 
info@sfcta.org  www.sfcta.org 


Geary  Corridor  CAC: 
Meeting  5 


Date: 

Location: 

6:00  1. 
6:10  1. 

6:15  2. 


6:00  p.m.,  Thursday,  October  7,  2004 
100  Van  Ness  Avenue,  25th  Floor 

Introductions/Approval  of  Minutes  - ACTION  * 
Role  of  the  Chair  - INFORMATION  * 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT 
NOV  2 9 2005 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


Authority  Staff  will  review  the  role  and  responsibilities  of  the  Committee  Chair  and 
Vice-Chair  and  outline  the  key  procedures  for  making  motions,  amending  motions,  and 
hearing  public  comment. 

Inner  Geary  Transit  Improvement  Project  Lessons  Learned  - 
INFORMATION  + 


6:45  3. 


7:45  5. 

6. 

8:00  7. 


The  MTA  Board  approved  the  Inner  Geary  Transit  Improvement  Project  on  September 
7 and  the  Authority  Board  will  consider  funding  the  project  on  October  26.  This  project 
is  a package  of  low  cost,  high  impact  transit  preferential  street  (TPS)  improvements  that 
should  be  implemented  in  early  2005.  Together,  they  will  increase  the  effectiveness  of 
the  transit-only  lane,  reduce  double  parking,  create  turn  pockets,  and  add  bus  bulbs. 
MUNI  staff  will  lead  a discussion  of  the  key  challenges  faced  during  the  project 
development,  especially  as  they  relate  to  the  public  outreach  effort.  We  are  seeking  the 
GCAC’s  input  and  feedback  on  the  lessons  learned. 

Outreach  Strategy  and  Plan  Development  - ACTION  * 

The  consultant  team,  with  significant  input  from  agency  staff,  has  developed  a draft 
outreach  plan  that  will  guide  the  public  involvement  components  of  the  Geary  Corridor 
BRT  Study,  with  the  overarching  goal  of  generating  community  support  for  a bus  rapid 
transit  (BRT)  plan  that  will  improve  bus  operations  and  improve  street  safety  along 
Geary  Boulevard.  As  part  of  this  agenda  item,  Authority  staff  will  summarize  the 
responses  from  the  outreach  questions  posed  in  the  July  26  email  newsletter. 
Subsequendy,  The  Robert  Group  will  present  an  overview  of  the  Geary  study  draft 
outreach  plan,  and  solicit  GCAC  feedback.  As  part  of  this  process,  the  consultants  will 
explain  the  Geary  CAC’s  integral  role  in  the  outreach  plan,  including  publicizing 
meetings,  identifying  key  stakeholders,  and  collaborating  in  the  development  of  key 
workshop  questions  and  design.  We  are  seeking  the  GCAC's  input  and  approval  of  the 
Geary  Corridor  BRT  study  public  outreach  strategy. 

Next  Meeting 
Public  Comment 
Adjourn 


Materials  attached. 


+ Materials  to  be  provided  at  meeting. 


This  meeting  location  is  wheelchair  accessible.  In  order  to  allow  individuals  with  environmental  illness  or  multiple 
chemical  sensitivity  to  attend  the  meeting,  individuals  are  requested  to  refrain  from  wearing  perfume  or  other 
scented  products.  All  times  shown  are  for  information  only.  Items  will  be  called  at  the  discretion  of  the  Chair. 

If  you  prefer  receiving  future  agendas  via  email  instead  of  regular  mail,  please  send  your  request  to 
Rachel_Hiatt@sfcta.org 
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The  meeting  began  at  6:10  PM.  saN  FRANCISCO 
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Present  were  the  following  members:  Steve  Boland,  Amber  Crabbe,  Steve  Ferrario,  Michael  Gowe,  Max 
Lantz,  Brian  Larkin,  Michael  Louie,  Bruce  Osterweil,  Robert  Speer,  Kate  White,  and  Aida  Berkovitz 
(Alternate). 


Absent:  Bruce  Balshone,  David  Heller,  Kim  Nguyen,  Ellouise  Patton,  David  Schaefer,  Andrew  Green 
(Alternate),  Loren  Lopin  (Alternate),  Maria  Sousa  (Alternate),  Suzanne  Tucker  (Alternate). 


Authority  Members  and  Staff  present:  Julie  Kirschbaum  (Senior  Transportation  Planner),  Rachel 
Hiatt  (Transportation  Planner),  Maria  Lombardo  (Chief  Deputy  Director  for  Planning  and  Legislation) 


1.  Introductions/Approval  of  Minutes 

Julie  Kirschbaum,  Senior  Planner,  opened  the  meeting  and  introduced  the  agency  staff  present:  Peter 
Albert  (BART),  Ken  Rich  (Planning),  Suany  Chough  (MUNI),  and  Javad  Mirabdal  (DPT). 

The  Committee  reviewed  the  minutes  from  the  last  meeting.  Bruce  Osterweil  made  a motion  to  approve 
the  draft  Meeting  4 minutes;  seconded  by  Max  Lantz. 

2.  Role  of  the  Chair  and  Vice  Chair 

Julie  Kirschbaum,  Senior  Planner,  reviewed  the  Packet  Attachment  describing  the  role  of  the  Committee 
Chair  and  Vice  Chair.  She  added  that  to  assist  the  Committee,  staff  from  city  agencies  would  sit  together 
in  one  portion  of  the  public  seating.  In  addition,  Committee  Alternates  should  sit  together  if  not  taking 
the  place  of  an  absent  member.  Kirschbaum  indicated  that  she  appreciates  when  committee  members 
call/ email  to  let  her  know  they  cannot  attend  and  who  will  be  their  alternate.  Aida  Berkovitz  asked  if 
alternates  should  also  check  in.  Kirschbaum  indicated  that  it  would  be  appreciated,  but  is  not  necessary. 

3.  Inner  Geary  Transit  Improvement  Project  Lessons  Learned 

Suany  Chough,  MUNI,  presented  information  on  the  Inner  Geary  Transit  Improvement  Project, 
focusing  on  the  lessons  learned  and  how  they  might  inform  the  Geary  Corridor  BRT  Study.  Kate  White 
asked  for  an  update  on  the  status  of  the  Inner  Geary  project,  and  how  Committee  members  or  the 
public  can  help.  Chough  stated  that  the  project  would  be  presented  for  approval  before  the  Land  Use 
Committee  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  October  18,  Monday,  at  1 pm.  Subsequently,  the  project 
would  go  for  funding  approval  before  the  Transportation  Authority’s  Plans  and  Programs  Committee  on 
October  19th  at  1 1 am,  and  then  the  full  Transportation  Authority  Board  at  11  am  and  the  full  Board  of 
Supervisors  at  their  October  26th  meeting  at  2 pm.  Suany  stated  that  public  comment  is  very  helpful  and 
most  useful  at  the  Committee  level. 

Steve  Boland  asked  whether  it  is  more  effective  to  be  agreeable  in  responding  to  project  opponents,  or 
to  counter  opponents’  arguments  with  the  tradeoffs.  Fie  also  asked  how  the  group  addressed  false  claims 
made  by  others.  Chough  replied  that  one  mistake  MUNI  made  was  to  assume  that  the  public  had  more 
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knowledge  about  the  project  than  diev  really  did.  MUNI  had  to  spend  time  reiterating  and  better 
communicating  basic  ideas  about  the  project.  She  added  that  a helpful  strategy  was  to  connect  the 
project  benefits  with  impacts.  Specifically,  it  was  not  more  useful  to  be  agreeable,  and  that  MUNI  could 
agree  to  disagree  with  some  project  opponents.  Chough  stated  that  poor  communication  early  on  was 
difficult  to  repair  later. 

Brian  Larkin  asked  about  the  proportion  of  transit  riders  vs.  non-riders  at  the  outreach  events.  Suany 
Chough  stated  that  more  non-riders  were  present,  and  typically  project  opponents.  Chough  reported 
that  Transportation  for  a Livable  City  made  an  effort  to  survey  transit  riders  for  their  opinions  of  the 
project.  Larkin  emphasized  that  people  who  ride  the  bus  need  to  know  more  about  the  project,  and  that 
more  effort  needs  to  be  made  to  coordinate  with  transit  riders. 

Bruce  Osterweil  asked  about  the  catchment  area  that  MUNI  mailings  were  sent  to.  Suany  Chough  stated 
that  mailings  were  sent  to  the  area  from  Mason  to  Van  Ness,  and  Sutter  to  Turk.  These  were  affected 
residents. 

Amber  Crabbe  asked  how  much  door-to-door  outreach  was  conducted,  and  how  recipients  of  door-to- 
door  outreach  were  contacted.  Javad  Mirabdal,  DPT,  responded  that  he  knocked  at  each  door  on  Geary 
and  O’Farrell  onlv,  and  if  no  one  answered,  he  left  a flyer  describing  the  project.  Through  this  process, 
he  spoke  with  manv  businesses.  Mirabdal  stated  that  he  invites  each  resident  or  business  manager  to 
attend  the  hearings. 

Max  Lantz  asked  what  approach  is  most  effective.  Suany  Chough  responded  that  attending  other 
groups’  meetings  is  most  effective,  because  this  reaches  people  who  would  not  otherwise  attend  a 
MUNI  sponsored  meeting.  ]avad  Mirabdal  stated  that  going  door-to-door  is  effective  in  getting  people 
to  attend  meetings. 

Kate  White  asked  whether  any  criticisms  were  levied  at  the  project  other  than  stop  removal.  She  asked 
whether  MUNI  had  any  success  in  shifting  public  opinion  through  outreach.  Chough  stated  that  some 
success  was  experienced.  Chough  stated  that  the  public  was  not  familiar,  prior  to  this  project,  with  the 
concept  of  Transit  Priority  Treatments  achieved  through  stop  consolidation.  Chough  feels  that  this 
project  and  the  outreach  done  laid  the  groundwork  for  further  BRT  on  Geary.  However,  Chough  stated 
that  some  groups  still  do  not  perceive  benefits. 

Steve  Boland  asked  whether  any  project  supporters  from  the  Richmond  had  attended  the  hearings,  and 
how  MUNI  could  motivate  this  group.  Suany  Chough  was  not  aware  of  any  Richmond  supporters  who 
attended.  Ken  Rich,  Planning  Department,  stated  that  the  agencies  should  make  clear  in  outreach  that 
the  project  will  not  be  approved  if  supporters  don’t  show  up.  Rich  suggests  stating  honestly  to  project 
supporters  that  their  presence  is  necessary  for  project  approval.  Suany  Chough  agreed,  but  stated  that 
project  proponents  city-wide  such  as  TLC,  SPUR,  and  SFBC  are  very  helpful  in  motivating  support,  but 
are  perceived  as  outsiders. 

Bruce  Osterweil  asked  whether  other  forums  for  project  in  put  from  the  public  are  valued  as  much  as 
the  hearings.  Ken  Rich  responded  that  the  heavy  influence  of  public  hearings  has  to  do  with  its 
confrontational  dynamic.  Even  if  a project  is  a good  project  that  the  decision-making  body  wants  to 
approve,  a few  opposing  speakers  can  make  project  approval  politically  untenable. 

Osterweil  asked  whether  e-mail  could  be  effective  in  communicating  public  comment.  Rich  responded 
that  honestly  showing  up  in  person  at  public  hearings  is  the  most  effective  way  to  express  support, 
mainly  because  doing  so  is  a dramatic  way  to  express  support  and  has  more  psychological  impact  on 
decisionmakers. 

Amber  Crabbe  asked  for  public  comment.  Roger  Bazeley  stated  that  he  is  concerned  with  project 
cohesiveness.  I le  stated  that  the  site  generators  of  pedestrian  traffic  need  to  be  informed  about  projects. 
Bazeley  voiced  his  disappointment  with  lack  of  participation  by  schools.  He  added  that  large 
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populations  who  ride  the  Geary  transit  need  more  input.  He  also  suggested  that  DPW  participate  more 
fully.  Bazeley  stated  that  white  ladder  crosswalks  should  be  included  as  a solution  for  the  corridor. 
Bazeley  voiced  his  concern  that  transit  riders  are  not  appearing  at  outreach  events. 

Jeff  James,  a Richmond  resident  and  worker  with  the  Sing  campaign,  stated  that  he  was  not  informed  by 
MUNI  of  the  Inner  Geary  project.  He  suggested  that  information  about  the  project  should  be  put  on 
cards  inside  the  buses.  James  stated  that  he  would  have  supported  the  project  if  he  had  known  about  it, 
and  that  he  thinks  most  Richmond  riders  would  support  the  project  as  well.  He  stated  that  it  is 
important  to  expedite  transit  to  the  downtown.  James  expressed  concern  that  the  comment  at  hearings 
is  skewed  towards  the  politically  savvy  rather  than  the  general  population. 

Jackie  Sachs  voiced  her  concern  that  the  project  is  BRT  rather  than  LRT.  She  also  asked  if  anyone  had 
gone  to  the  registrar  of  voters  to  get  a copy  of  districts  voted  for  Prop  K verses  Prop  B and  that 
outreach  on  the  Geary  project  should  be  prioritized  accordingly..  Ms.  Sachs  emphasized  the  need  to  get 
everyone  involved,  including  people  that  have  been  working  on  Geary  since  1986.  She  added  that 
outreach  should  be  expanded  for  inner  Geary. 

Peter  Albert  asked  whether  the  project  had  a website;  Chough  responded  that  it  does  not.  Albert 
encouraged  MUNI  to  develop  a project  website. 

4.  Outreach  Strategy  and  Plan  Development 

This  item  was  presented  in  two  parts.  Julie  Kirschbaum,  Senior  Planner,  first  presented  the  results  of  the 
outreach  survey  that  committee  members  were  asked  to  complete  in  August/September.  Subsequently, 
Christine  Roberts,  from  the  Roberts  Group  presented  the  Outreach  Plan  for  the  project.  During  this 
agenda  item,  committee  members’  comments  and  the  public’s  comments  were  recorded  on  a flip  chart. 
A transcription  of  the  flip  charts  is  included  as  Attachment  1.  In  addition,  staff  recorded  the  following 
feedback. 

Kirschbaum  asked  the  Committee  whether  the  key  community  groups  and  meetings  had  been  identified. 
Committee  members  identified  additional  meetings  and  groups:  North  of  Market  Planning  Coalition; 
congregations  and  churches  along  the  corridor;  Japantown  Task  Force;  the  Clement  Street  Fair. 

One  committee  member  advised  the  Authority  not  to  promise  employment  opportunities  associated 
with  the  project  to  corridor  residents,  since  those  promises  are  very  difficult  to  deliver. 

Steve  Boland  recommended  isolating  the  hot-button  issues  early,  such  as  construction,  parking  and 
traffic,  and  stop  removal.  He  recommended  focusing  on  merchants’  fear  of  lost  revenue. 

Aida  Berkovitz  asked  that  impacts  to  parallel  affected  roadways  be  identified.  Julie  Kirschbaum 
responded  that  resources  in  the  study  are  not  available  to  identify  impacts  on  parallel  roads,  and  that  this 
would  be  a task  of  the  EIR.  Kirschbaum  stated  that  the  Geary  study  would  look  at  the  parallel  roads  to 
the  extent  possible,  but  could  not  promise  a comprehensive  analysis  of  these  streets. 

Julie  Kirschbaum  asked  about  the  best  way  to  inform  the  public  about  the  project.  Brian  Larkin 
suggested  notices  on  buses  and  bus  shelters.  Amber  Crabbe  suggested  postings  in  businesses  and  other 
destinations,  such  as  Kaiser,  the  Kabuki  Theater,  etc.  A Saturday  table  at  Safeway  was  suggested. 

Julie  Kirschbaum  asked  the  Committee  what  their  role  could  be.  Kate  White  responded  that  supporters 
only  show  up  in  support  of  a project  when  they  are  asked  to  do  so  by  a person  they  already  know,  or  an 
organization  they  trust.  White  suggested  that  Committee  members  should  use  their  own  organizations, 
schools,  churches,  etc.,  to  personally  tell  people  about  the  project. 

Robert  Speer  stated  that  he  had  contacts  for  the  Western  Addition  who  would  probably  be  interested 
(Van  Ness  to  Masonic).  He  agreed  that  advertising  to  Kaiser  is  important. 

Chris  Roberts,  outreach  consultant,  presented  the  Draft  Outreach  Plan. 
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Julie  Kirschbaum  agreed  thar  the  Authority  would  establish  a project  website  and  email  address  where 
browsers  could  send  email  comments. 

Steve  Boland  pointed  out  that  press  coverage  should  be  part  of  the  Outreach  Plan.  He  advised  that  staff 
should  not  allow  the  Chronicle  to  define  issues  for  the  project.  Aida  Berkovitz  stated  that  somebody 
should  monitor  the  media.  Brian  Larkin  recommended  putting  notices  in  the  buses,  that  way  drawing 
the  attention  ot  regular  riders  to  the  benefits.  Larkin  recommended  emphasizing  what  riders  think  about 
the  project  in  the  outreach  process.  Chris  Roberts  suggested  an  in-vehicle  survey  effort  to  capture  riders’ 
opinions. 

Steve  Boland  asked  about  outreach  in  other  languages.  Julie  Kirschbaum  stated  that  Chinese, 
Vietnamese,  and  Russian  were  chosen  as  key  languages.  Michael  Louie  asked  how  the  outreach  languages 
where  chosen.  He  stated  that  there  are  not  very  many  monolingual  Japanese,  and  suggested  Korean  as 
an  alternative.  Chris  Roberts  agreed  to  look  into  the  choice  of  languages. 

Kate  W hite  stated  that  the  Better  Neighborhoods  outreach  process  offers  good  lessons.  Following  the 
example  of  that  effort,  the  Geary  outreach  could  focus  on  providing  a positive  message  about  what 
makes  a good  transit  system  work.  The  line  must  be  carefully  drawn  between  education  and 
condescension.  However,  she  felt  that  the  Better  Neighborhoods  process  caused  a cultural  shift,  and 
that  the  Authority  should  examine  the  Better  Neighborhoods  outreach  process  as  a model  of  education 
as  well  as  input. 

Aida  Berkovitz  agreed,  recommending  that  outreach  plug  into  neighborhood  livability,  not  just  transit. 
Ken  Rich  of  the  Planning  Department  explained  that  for  Better  Neighborhoods,  staff  tried  to  focus  the 
conversation  on  what  good  planning  was  in  general,  and  not  discuss  the  specific  project  right  away.  He 
felt  that  approach  worked  and  could  translate  well  to  a transportation  project. 

Bruce  Ostenveil  noted  that  the  web  and  email  addresses  should  be  on  all  printed  material. 

Several  committee  members  recommended  specific  neighborhood  groups  to  include,  such  as  the 
Coalition  of  San  Francisco  Neighborhoods.  Kate  White  added  the  Neighborhood  Network  as  a new 
alternative  to  the  Coalidon. 

Amber  Crabbe  recommended  that  outreach  focus  on  gathering  support,  versus  getting  input  on  specific 
solutions.  She  suggested  asking  people  questions  because  they  know  their  neighborhoods.  Chris  Roberts 
responded  that  the  outreach  is  phased:  input  is  taken  first,  then  a technical  team  will  makes  plans  that 
the  community  can  see  their  recommendations  in  and  then  build  support.  Crabbe  stated  that  it  is  also 
easier  to  ask  people  for  their  opinion,  rather  than  telling  people  that  BRT  is  great. 

Brian  Larkin  asked  where  additional  funding  for  Geary  would  come  from.  Maria  Lombardo  stated  that 
Prop  K assumes  that  it  will  leverage  some  federal  earmarks  for  BRT.  No  assumption  of  state 
contribution  is  made.  Lombardo  agreed  that  showing  strong  community  and  elected  official  support  for 
a project  is  essential  to  gaining  that  funding. 

Brian  Larkin  asked  what  other  funding  is  being  assumed,  and  what  the  funding  gaps  and  needs  are.  Julie 
Kirschbaum  replied  that  this  available  funding  will  take  the  project  through  the  engineering  and  EIR 
stage,  and  that  an  implementation  funding  plan  is  part  of  the  scope  of  work  for  the  current  project. 

Amber  Crabbe  asked  why  Spanish  was  not  a selected  language;  others  on  the  committee  responded  that 
Spanish  is  not  a core  language  on  the  corridor. 

Bruce  C )sterweil  asked  whether  volunteer  translators  could  be  used  at  meetings.  Julie  Kirschbaum  agreed 
that  financial  constraints  limited  the  use  of  translators  for  outreach,  and  that  perhaps  volunteers  could 
be  found.  Osterwiel  stated  that  only  having  one  meeting  per  language  would  be  difficult  lor  some  people 
to  attend. 

Aida  Berkovitz  asked  whether  a translator  for  the  deaf  would  be  provided.  Maria  Lombardo  stated  that 
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a sign  language  interpreter  would  be  provided  if  requested  2 business  days  in  advance  of  the  meeting. 
Michael  Louie  commented  that  if  all  outreach  materials  are  online,  then  people  who  speak  other 
languages  and  people  with  disabilities  might  translate  the  materials  on  their  own. 

Aida  Berkovitz  asked  whether  any  specific  role  for  the  Committee  members  would  be  needed  at 
outreach  meetings.  Julie  Kirschbaum  stated  that  staff  would  “dry  run”  each  outreach  meeting  with  the 
Committee,  and  keep  open  the  potential  for  specific  roles  for  Committee  members.  She  anticipated  that 
any  role  would  not  exceed  that  of  greeter  or  host. 

The  committee  agreed  not  to  take  Action  on  the  draft  plan,  but  rather  preserve  the  opportunity  to 
review  it  again  and  keep  it  a living  document. 

Amber  Crabbe  took  public  comment.  Roger  Bazeley  provided  a number  of  Japantown  area  contacts. 

Jeff  James  requested  that  outreach  present  the  entire  story,  benefits  and  costs  of  the  project,  in  a 
balanced  way.  James  requested  that  staff  not  “dumb  down”  the  discussion  — the  city  population  is 
educated,  and  the  project  is  more  than  simply  a new  bus  line.  He  felt  that  the  bus  is  too  crowded  for  in- 
vehicle  surveys.  Finally,  James  suggested  that  to  prevent  the  project  from  becoming  political,  the  project 
team  should  articulate  a clear  vision. 

Peter  Albert,  BART,  recommended  outreach  to  large  employers  such  as  USF,  the  French  Campus,  and 
the  California  Pacific  Medical  Center.  The  transfer  to  BART  should  be  emphasized  as  a great  benefit. 
Albert  recommended  linking  the  project  to  the  Countywide  Plan  policies  and  context. 

Jackie  Sachs  indicated  that  UCSF,  Mt.  Sinai  on  California,  and  the  Institute  of  Aging  should  be  included 
in  outreach  efforts.  She  also  recommended  On  Lock  Transport  for  seniors;  the  SF  Housing  Authority, 
who  can  put  notices  in  all  languages;  the  SF  Police  Community  Relations  Forums,  which  occur  on  the 
3rd  Thursdays  of  each  month;  and  the  Tenderloin  Task  Force. 

Jeremy  Nelson,  TLC,  stated  that  transit  riders  will  understand  the  benefits  of  BRT,  but  that  the  non- 
transit users  will  not  understand  the  benefits.  The  benefits  for  this  group  (e.g.,  bicyclists,  merchants, 
pedestrians,  drivers,  etc)  need  to  be  thought  about  carefully.  Nelson  also  recommended  showing  lots  of 
pictures  about  what  various  project  elements  look  like,  including  local  examples  where  they  exist.  He 
recommended  visual  simulations  and  photographs  of  similar  projects  in  San  Francisco.  He  also 
suggested  letting  landscaping  improvements  sell  the  BRT. 

4.  Next  Meeting 

The  next  meeting  will  be  held  on  November  18. 

5.  Public  Comment 

Roger  Bazeley  voiced  concern  for  potential  disconnects  between  pictures  shown  of  BRT,  and  the 
specific  project  that  is  actually  delivered.  He  stated  that  “enhancements”  for  pedestrians  are  essential  to 
the  project,  and  that  they  should  be  shown  in  visual  simulations  but  not  left  out  of  the  construction. 

Bazeley  stated  that  the  California  Pacific  Medical  Center  is  building  a large  new  building  and  that  staff 
should  find  out  about  it.  He  is  concerned  that  the  sidewalks  requested  by  the  Planning  Department  will 
not  be  large  enough.  Geary  should  avoid  missing  these  opportunities  to  do  a project  the  best  way. 

Bazeley  recommended  Geary  meetings  coordinated  around  hubs,  such  as  Geary  & Van  Ness,  Geary  & 
Market,  Union  Square,  Japantown,  Geary  & Fillmore,  Kaiser,  Geary  & Masonic;  and  Geary  & 19th. 

Jackie  Sachs  recommended  contacting  anyone  involved  with  senior  or  people  with  disabilities,  such  as 
the  Institute  of  Aging.  She  recommended  including  the  Sequoia  building  at  Geary  and  Laguna,  the 
Fillmore  Merchants  Association,  and  the  fire  departments  in  the  Richmond. 

No  formal  motion  was  called  to  close  the  meeting.  The  meeting  adjourned  at  8:00  PM. 
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ATTACHMENT  1 


Flip  Chart  Notes  from  Meeting  5 of  the 
Geary  Corridor  Citizens  Advisor)-  Committee  Held  on  October.  7,  2004 


PART  1:  Reviewing  Outreach  Survey 

Organizations  — Additional  Outreach 

• No  Market  Planning  Coalition 

• Churches  and  Congregations 

• Japantown  Task  Force 

Informing  the  broader  public 

• Clement  St.  Fair 

• Isolate  HOT  Button  issues 

• More  employment  (NO) 

• No  promises  that  cannot  be  delivered 

• Minimise  expectations 

Reaching  the  Public 

• Bus/Shelter 

• Post  where  people  go! 

o Kaiser,  Kabuki,  Crunch,  Safeway 


Your  Role 

• Building  relationships 

• Reach  residents 

• Highlight  destinations 


PART  2:  Public  Involvement  Plan  Discussion  Topics 

1.  Pres /Media  Coverage 

a.  Agency  talks  with  media 

b.  Cultivate  relationships  with  key  media 

c.  MuniPR/TA 

d.  Broader  message 

2.  Riders  - Non-Riders 

a.  Emphasis  on  what  riders  think/want 

b.  In-vehicle  survey  to  capture  rider  comments 

c.  Improve  service 

d.  Riders  point  of  view 
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3.  Languages 

a.  3 key  are  Chinese,  Vietnamese,  and  Russian 

b.  May  need  to  revisit  as  project  progresses 

4.  Better  Neighborhoods  Program 

a.  What  makes  a good  transit  system? 

b.  Educating  public 

c.  Look  at  B.N.  process  — education  and  public  input 

d.  Better  Neighborhoods  Project  concurrent  with  Geary  Project 

5.  Communication 

a.  All  printed  materials  have  email  addresses,  website,  phone  number 

6.  Coalition  of  SF  Neighborhoods  neighborhood  network 

7.  Support  vs.  Public  Input 

a.  Input  First 

b.  Come  up  with  plan  that  garners  support 

c.  Ask  questions  about  what  you  know  about 


8.  Additional  Funding 

a.  Strong  support  from  officials  and  public  for  federal  funding 

b.  In  future  project  scope 

9.  Spanish  Language? 

a.  In-house  capability 


10.  One  Language  Per  Meeting 

a.  Limits  people 

b.  Working  on  creative  ways  for  translation 

c.  Hearing  impaired 

d.  Different  dialects 

11.  GCAC  Role 

a.  Dry  run  at  CAC  meetings 


Public  Comment  on  Both  Outreach  Items 

1.  Japanese  Community  Center 

a.  Seniors 

b.  Kimochi 

c.  Japan  town  merchants 

d.  Japantown  garage 

e.  Makes  sense  to  meet  in  Japantown 


Pedestrian  Safety 


3.  Present  “Full  Story” 

a.  Benefits  and  cost 

b.  Don’t  simplify 

4.  In-vehicle  survey 

a.  Fine  for  longer  trips 

5.  Don’t  let  the  project  become  a political  debate 

a.  Interest  groups 

6.  Big  Employers 

a.  Kaiser 

b.  Reverse  commuters 

7.  Project  name  to  distinguish  project 

8.  UCSF/Mt.  Zion 

a.  Institute  of  Beijing 

b.  On  Lock 

c.  SF  Housing  Authority  (Capability  to  send  out  in  different  languages j 

d.  HUD  (Capability  to  send  out  in  different  languages) 

e.  SF  Police  Dept. 

i.  Richmond 

ii.  Northern 

iii.  Central 

iv.  Tenderloin 

9.  Non-Transit  Users  Outreach 

a.  Revitalize  streetscape 

b.  Community  revitalization 

c.  Show  BRT  pictures/examples 

i.  Local  examples 

ii.  International 

d.  Visual  simulation 
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Floor 


San  Francisco,  California  94102 

415.522,4800  FAX  415.522.4829 


m 


Geary  Corridor  CAC: 
Meeting  6 


Date:  6:00  p.m.,  Thursday,  November  18,  2004 

Location:  100  Van  Ness  Avenue,  25th  Floor 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT 
NOV  2 9 2005 


6:00  1. 
6:05  2. 

6:10  3. 


Introductions/Committee  Meeting  Call  to  Order 
Approval  of  Minutes  - ACTION  * 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


Update  on  Geary  Better  Neighborhoods  Project  - INFORMATION 

The  Planning  Department  will  provide  an  update  on  the  status  of  the  Geary  Better 
Neighborhoods  Project.  In  addition,  staff  will  outline  a supplemental  street  design  study 
that  is  being  conducted  as  a joint  effort  between  the  Planning  Department  and  the 
Authority.  This  study  is  intended  to  provide  a crucial  common  foundation  to  both  the 
Geary  Corridor  BRT  Study  and  Better  Neighborhoods  project,  through  a creative  and 
comprehensive  analysis  of  possibilities  for  the  future  design  of  the  street.  We  are 
seeking  input  and  guidance  from  the  GCAC  on  street  design  priorities.  This  is 
an  information  item. 


6:30  4. 


7:00  5. 


7:45  6. 

7. 


Van  Ness  BRT  Study  Progress  Report  - INFORMATION  * 

We  will  update  the  GCAC  on  the  Van  Ness  Corridor  BRT  Study  progress.  The  Needs 
Assessment  phase  of  the  project,  including  outreach,  has  recently  been  completed.  The 
update  will  focus  on  the  findings  of  the  needs  assessment  and  the  results  of  the 
outreach  efforts.  Lessons  learned,  particularly  as  they  have  informed  the  Geary  Corridor 
BRT  Study  data  collection  effort,  will  be  presented.  We  are  seeking  input  and 
guidance  from  the  GCAC.  This  is  an  information  item. 

Geary  BRT  Study  Task  2 Update  - INFORMATION 

The  goal  of  the  Task  2 data  collection  effort  is  to  establish  a baseline  set  of  existing 
transportation  conditions  and  needs  on  Geary  Boulevard.  The  consultant  team,  with 
significant  input  from  agency  staff,  has  developed  a data  collection  plan  to  document 
existing  conditions.  This  data  collection  effort  is  well  underway.  As  part  of  this  agenda 
item,  we  will  summarize  the  data  collection  approach,  and  will  present  a progress  report 
on  the  data  collection  efforts  to  date.  This  is  an  information  item. 

Next  Meeting 
Public  Comment 


8:00  8.  Adjourn 


* Materials  attached. 


This  meeting  location  is  wheelchair  accessible.  In  order  to  allow  individuals  with  environmental  illness  or  multiple 
chemical  sensitivity  to  attend  the  meeting,  individuals  are  requested  to  refrain  from  wearing  perfume  or  other 
scented  products.  All  times  shown  are  for  information  only.  Items  will  be  called  at  the  discretion  of  the  Chair. 


If  you  prefer  receiving  future  agendas  via  email  instead  of  regular  mail, 
please  send  your  request  to  Rachel_Hiatt@sfcta.org 


Draft  Minutes 


100  Van  Ness  Avenue  25™  Floor 
San  Francisco.  California  94102 
415.522.4800  fax  455-522.4829 
info@sfcta.org  www.sfcta.org 


^Geary  Citizens  Advisory  Committee 
Meeting  6:  Thursday,  November  18,  2004 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT 
NOV  2 9 2005 


The  meeting  began  at  6:06  PM. 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


Present  were  the  following  members:  Bruce  Balshone,  Steve  Boland,  Amber  Crabbe,  Steve  Ferrario, 
David  Heller,  Max  Lantz,  Brian  Larkin,  Michael  Louie,  Bruce  Osterweil,  David  Schaefer,  Robert  Speer, 
Kate  White,  Aida  Berkovitz  (Alternate),  Andrew  Green  (Alternate). 


Absent:  Michael  Gowe,  Kim  Nguyen,  Ellouise  Patton,  Loren  Lopin  (Alternate),  Maria  Sousa 
(Alternate),  Suzanne  Tucker  (Alternate). 


Authority  Members  and  Staff  present:  Julie  Kirschbaum  (Senior  Transportation  Planner),  Rachel 
Hiatt  (Transportation  Planner) 


1.  Introductions/Committee  Meeting  Call  to  Order 

Bruce  Balshone,  Chair,  opened  the  meeting.  Agency  staff  present  included:  Peter  Albert  (BART),  John 
Billovits  (Planning),  Suanv  Chough  (MUNI),  Kevin  Keck  (DPT),  Ken  Rich  (Planning),  and  Peter  Straus 
(MUNI).  Kate  White  requested  that  a briefing  of  the  Authority’s  Plans  and  Programs  hearing  for  the 
Inner  Geary  Transit  Improvement  Project  be  added  to  the  agenda. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes 

The  Committee  reviewed  the  minutes  from  the  last  meeting.  A motion  was  made  to  approve  the  draft 
Meeting  5 minutes  and  seconded.  Roger  Bazeley’s  name  was  misspelled  (since  corrected). 

2a.  Briefing  - Plans  and  Programs  Hearing  for  the  Inner  Geary  Transit  Improvement  Project 

Julie  Kirschbaum,  Senior  Planner,  updated  the  Committee  on  the  status  of  the  Inner  Geary  Transit 
Improvement  Project  (Geary  Phase  1).  The  project  was  approved  by  the  MTA  Board  and  was  reviewed 
by  the  Authority’s  Plans  and  Programs  Committee  on  October  19,  2004.  The  next  step  is  for  the  project 
to  be  presented  to  the  Transportation  Authority  Board  for  funding.  At  the  Plans  and  Programs 
Committee  meeting  over  20  people  testified  for  and  against  the  project.  The  most  controversial  item  was 
the  removal  of  5 bus  stops  as  part  of  the  project.  Because  of  the  controversy,  the  Committee  decided  to 
forward  the  decision  to  the  full  Board,  rather  than  voting  at  the  committee  level.  The  scheduled  hearing 
at  the  Authority  Board  is  November  23,  11  AM,  Room  250  City  Hall  (since  postponed  to  December  14). 

Amber  Crabbe  commented  that  she  was  at  the  hearing.  Crabbe  stated  that  public  opinion  was  polarized 
between  Tenderloin  residents  and  the  rest  of  the  City.  Crabbe  encouraged  residents  of  the  Tenderloin  to 
support  the  project  at  the  Board  hearing.  Kate  White  commented  that  the  hearing  was  challenging. 
White  encouraged  Committee  members  to  attend  the  Board  hearing  and  will  send  an  email  reminder. 
Aida  Berkovitz  asked  if  people  objected  to  other  elements  of  the  project.  Julie  Kirschbaum  answered  no 
- the  other  elements  have  not  raised  controversy.  Steve  Boland  added  that  any  rider  of  the  38-Geary  bus 
should  attend  the  hearing  and  emphasize  the  benefit  of  the  project  for  all  bus  riders. 
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Brian  Larkin  stated  that  he  informally  surveyed  the  19-Polk  MUNI  line  and  found  that  stops  are  spaced 
every  other  block.  Peter  Straus  from  MUNI  confirmed  this  and  added  that  MUNI  has  re-spaced  stops 
on  many  bus  lines  throughout  the  City  to  meet  MUNI’s  stop  spacing  standard.  The  19-Polk  was  re- 
spaced in  this  manner.  Larkin  added  that  in  the  Outer  Richmond,  the  38-Gearv  onlv  stops  everv  3 
blocks,  but  older  adults  still  use  the  bus. 

Andrew  Green  asked  why  the  Inner  Geary  project  needs  TA  Board  approval.  Julie  Kirschbaum 
answered  that  the  TA  Board  must  approve  an  allocation  of  Prop  I<  funding  for  the  project.  Peter  Straus 
added  that  three  different  boards  must  approve  the  project:  the  MTA,  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  and  the 
TA.  The  MTA  has  legal  jurisdiction  over  stop  removal;  the  Board  of  Supervisors  over  changes  to  traffic 
tacilities;  and  the  Authorin'  over  funding. 

The  Chair  took  public  comment  on  the  item.  Kurt  Shuck  stated  that  he  lives  at  Geary  and  Hyde,  and  has 
spoken  favorably  and  written  letters  in  support  of  the  project,  but  stated  that  it  is  difficult  for  mam- 
people  to  attend  daytime  meetings.  As  a result,  public  comment  at  meetings  is  weighted  against  those 
who  work  9-5. 

Roger  Bazelev  voiced  his  concern  with  the  semantics  of  stop  removal.  He  asked  if  there  was  an  actual 
reduction  in  the  number  of  stops  and  suggested  that  the  words  “re-spacing”  or  “stop  reduction”  be 
used  instead.  Peter  Straus,  MUNI,  confirmed  that  if  implemented,  the  project  would  result  in  5 fewer 
stops  on  the  inner  Geary  portion  of  the  38  local.  Steve  Boland  added  that  the  project  would  reduce  the 
number  of  stops  from  19  to  14.  Bazeley  added  that  MUNI  should  focus  attention  on  the  safety  benefits 
of  the  project. 

3.  Update  on  Geary  Better  Neighborhoods  Project 

Julie  Kirschbaum  introduced  John  Billovits  of  the  Planning  Department.  Billovits  updated  the 
Committee  on  the  status  of  the  Planning  Department’s  Geary  Better  Neighborhoods  Project.  The 
funding  for  the  project  is  not  in  jeopardy  despite  City  budget  concerns.  The  Planning  Department  has 
not  yet  filled  the  two  planner  positions  scoped  to  work  on  the  project,  though  the  funding  and 
authorization  is  in  place.  The  Department  has  announced  the  date  for  a civil  service  test,  which  is 
required  before  the  City  can  make  hires.  The  hiring  process  for  the  positions  will  then  be  fast-tracked, 
and  new  staff  should  be  on  board  by  early  spring.  Billovits  reiterated  that  the  Better  Neighborhoods 
program  is  a concentrated,  holistic,  urban  planning  effort  around  a specific  neighborhood.  He  also 
provided  the  Better  Neighborhoods  website:  \vw\v.betterneighborhoods.org. 

Ken  Rich,  Planning  Department,  followed  on  John  Billovits’  introduction  by  explaining  that  the 
Planning  Department  and  the  Authority  are  working  together  to  sponsor  the  Geary  Boulevard  Design 
Study.  The  purpose  of  the  study  is  to  support  the  Geary  Corridor  Bus  Rapid  Transit  (BRT)  Study  and 
the  upcoming  Better  Neighborhoods  comprehensive  planning  work  by  developing  conceptual  street 
design  alternatives  to  guide  both  efforts.  Ordinarily,  street  design  would  be  addressed  in  the  Better 
Neighborhoods  project,  but  it  is  being  advanced  to  keep  up  with  the  schedule  of  the  BRT  Study.  The 
Design  Study  will  begin  in  the  end  of  January,  and  will  be  brought  to  the  community  as  part  ot  the  BRT 
workshops.  Julie  Kirschbaum,  Transportation  Authorin’,  added  that  the  study  budget  ot  S50,000 
represented  combined  resources  - $25K  from  the  BRT  Study  and  825K  from  the  Geary  Boulevard 
Better  Neighborhoods  Study.  The  resources  for  urban  design  that  remain  within  the  BRT  study  budget 
will  be  spent  on  station  and  station  area  design. 

Kate  White  stared  that  she  is  thrilled  that  the  Better  Neighborhoods  project  is  moving  forward.  White 
requested  a copy  of  the  project  schedule,  the  consultant  scope  of  work,  anti  the  job  descriptions.  Julie 
Kirschbaum  stated  that  she  would  distribute  the  Request  for  Proposals  (the  consultant  scope  ot  work). 
Ken  Rich  stated  that  he  would  distribute  the  Planning  Department  job  announcements,  noting  that  the 
position  is  posted  on  the  City's  human  resources  website. 

Bruce  Balshone  requested  that  the  Planning  Department  label  the  Tasks  in  their  projects  as  A,  B,  and  C, 
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so  as  not  to  confuse  with  the  Geary  BRT  Study’s  tasks,  which  are  labeled  1,  2,  and  3.  Aida  Berkovitz 
asked  whether  the  Planning  Department’s  study  would  consider  side  streets  or  just  Geary.  John  Billovits, 
stated  that  more  streets  than  Geary  alone  would  be  included,  but  which  and  how  many  is  not  yet 
determined.  The  Planning  Department  needs  to  analyze  how  much  can  be  included  and  what  is  most 
important. 

The  Chair  took  public  comment  on  the  item.  Roger  Bazeley  voiced  his  concern  that  coordination  of 
street  furniture  along  the  sidewalk  was  missing.  He  advised  that  Geary  Boulevard  be  branded 
thematically  to  highlight  the  ethnic  diversity  of  the  corridor.  Ken  Rich  agreed  that  the  Better 
Neighborhoods  study  was  an  approach  to  make  the  street  special.  Bruce  Balshone  asked  what  Bazeley 
meant  by  “branding.”  Bazeley  stated  that  branding  has  many  levels  including  vehicle  appearance,  signage, 
key  stops,  and  phrases  such  as  “ride  Geary  rapid.”  Bazeley  suggested  signage  in  multiple  languages. 
David  Heller  stated  that  he  did  not  see  such  an  approach  working.  Heller  stated  that  the  neighborhoods 
along  Geary  are  too  finely  grained  and  diverse  for  such  an  approach.  Robert  Speer  agreed.  Brian  Larkin 
commented  that  multiple-language  signs  were  not  desirable. 

Herbert  Weiner,  a former  member  of  Rescue  MUNI,  stated  that  bus  stops  should  not  be  deleted  in  the 
Tenderloin. 

4.  Van  Ness  BRT  Study  Progress  Report 

Julie  Kirschbaum  introduced  the  item,  stating  that  the  Geary  BRT  study  can  take  advantage  of  lessons 
learned  from  the  Van  Ness  BRT  study,  which  has  been  undertaken  slightly  in  advance.  Rachel  Hiatt, 
Transportation  Planner,  presented  the  item. 

Committee  members  were  most  surprised  by  the  high  number  of  missed  runs  and  questioned  if  there 
was  a problem  with  the  schedule.  Steve  Ferrario  asked  what  about  the  system-wide  average  for  missed 
runs.  Fie  also  asked  what  the  Authority  plans  to  do  for  Van  Ness,  and  how  this  project  compares  to 
Geary. 

Aida  Berkovitz  commented  that  Van  Ness  seems  like  an  ideal  candidate  for  BRT  and  that  bunching  was 
a key  problem  on  the  corridor.  Steve  Boland  asked  when  the  Van  Ness  meetings  took  place  and 
requested  to  be  placed  on  the  mailing  list. 

Brian  Larkin  asked  if  the  low  transit  mode  share  could  be  a result  of  high  auto  threw  traffic  in  route  to 
the  Golden  Gate  Bridge.  Fie  also  commented  that  the  Outer  Geary  has  a significant  bunching  problem, 
which  might  potentially  be  caused  by  operating  problems. 

Andrew  Green  indicated  that  there  is  a terrible  traffic  problem  on  Van  Ness.  Frequently,  cars  block  the 
intersection  at  O’Farrell  and  Van  Ness.  He  questioned  what  the  Authority  planned  to  do  about  traffic 
flow.  Julie  Kirschbaum  indicated  that  the  proposed  alternatives  did  call  for  taking  a lane  on  Van  Ness, 
but  that  the  microsimulation  would  identify  any  potential  traffic  flow  problems. 

Michael  Louie  asked  who  collected  the  data.  Rachel  Hiatt  indicated  that  the  Authority  collected  some  of 
the  data  and  MUNI  collected  the  rest.  Bruce  Osterweil  indicated  that  bunching  occurs  everywhere  and 
that  it  was  mathematically  impossible  for  some  buses  not  to  bunch  if  there  is  delay.  Brian  Larkin  asked 
if  the  presentation  would  be  distributed  to  the  Committee.  Julie  Kirschbaum  agreed  to  post  it  on  the 
project  website. 

Bruce  Osterweil  suggested  that  the  Authority  should  conduct  a focus  group  to  determine  what  data 
needed  to  be  collected.  David  Heller  indicated  that  in  New  York  they  studied  the  effectiveness  of 
painting  a box  at  the  intersection  and  penalizing  people  who  violated  the  box. 

The  Chair  took  public  comment  on  the  item.  Norm  Rolfe  indicated  that  Delay  is  problematic,  but 
without  a measure  of  slow  down,  the  Authority'  had  not  captured  the  benefit  of  an  exclusive  lane.  He 
also  indicated  that  San  Francisco  had  done  a “Don’t  Block  the  Box”  campaign  years  ago  and  wondered 
what  happened  to  that  effort.  Kevin  Keck  from  DPT  indicated  that  it  is  prohibitively  expensive  to  paint 


):\BRT\Geary\CAC\Meeting  7 - 1.27.C 


Page  3 of  5 


the  box  and  difficult  to  enforce  this  type  of  intersection  violations.  He  also  indicated  that  Van  Ness  is 
currently  carrying  significant  Central  Freeway  traffic  at  the  southern  end. 

Roger  Bazeley  asked  if  we  were  trying  to  prove  the  validity  of  a BRT  system  and  suggested  that  Van 
Ness  is  not  long  enough.  The  Authority  should  consider  extending  the  BRT  route  to  Caesar  Chavez. 
Jackie  Sachs  indicated  that  Van  Ness  is  a state  highway  and  wanted  to  know  what  was  being  done  to 
coordinate  with  Caltrans.  She  also  suggested  contacting  the  SF  Housing  Authorin'  and  HUD  for  a 
listing  of  senior  centers.  HUD  can  translate  meeting  notices. 

5.  Geary  BRT  Study  Task  2 Update 

Julie  Kirshbaum  presented  the  item.  Kirschbaum  reported  that  data  on  the  Geary  Corridor  is  underway 
and  will  continue  through  January. 

Aida  Berkovitz  commented  that  SWITRS  is  a limited  source  for  safety  analvsis.  Berkovitz  advised  that 
additional  sources  should  be  used,  since  SWITRS  data  is  limited  to  property  damage  incidents  only.  Julie 
Kirschbaum  stated  that  the  Authority  would  look  into  other  sources. 

David  Schaefer  commented  that  the  time  periods  of  analysis  were  not  the  best  choices.  Schaefer  stated 
that  the  early  morning,  and  the  evening  after  6 p.m.  were  the  most  congested  periods  of  the  dav  on 
Geary.  Schaefer  also  commented  that  the  school  begin-  and  end-  periods  should  have  been  included. 

Bruce  Osterweil  asked  how  the  data  collection  periods  were  chosen.  Osterweil  stated  that  he  had  not 
been  consulted  on  what  kind  ot  data  to  collect.  He  has  commented  previously  that  evening  is  an  issue 
on  Geary.  Julie  Kirschbaum  stated  that  the  study  team  chose  the  evening  peak  period  as  representative 
of  a peak  period,  and  the  midday  period  as  representative  of  an  off-peak  period.  Bruce  Osterweil 
responded  by  asking  why  the  data  collection  periods  were  limited;  Kirschbaum  explained  that  the  high 
cost  of  collecting  data  is  the  limiting  factor. 

Amber  Crabbe  asked  why  all  the  bicycle  and  pedestrian  counts  were  to  take  place  west  of  Van  Ness. 
Kirschbaum  stated  that  the  entire  study  focuses  west  of  Van  Ness.  Bruce  Osterweil  asked  what  the  data 
on  bicycles  will  be  used  for,  and  commented  that  most  cyclists  do  not  use  Geary  but  rather  take  side 
streets.  Kirschbaum  stated  that  bicycle  counts  would  help  clarify  how  people  access  Geary  transit  and 
understand  conflicts  on  Geary  itself. 

Brian  Larkin  asked  what  the  simulation  model  is  and  what  it  would  be  used  for.  Kirschbaum  answered 
that  the  VISSIM  microsimulation  will  enable  the  study  team  to  visually  see  traffic  and  transit  operations 
under  different  BRT  scenarios.  The  microsimulation  will  also  help  evaluate  operating  performance  and 
communicate  design  alternatives  to  the  public. 

The  Chair  took  public  comment.  Roger  Bazeley  stated  his  concern  with  traffic  anomalies  such  as  school 
traffic.  He  preferred  the  AM  Peak  as  data  collection  period  since  that  period  experiences  congestion 
around  schools. 

6.  Next  Meeting 

Julie  Kirschbaum  stated  that  for  the  next  meeting  she  would  provide  a schedule  of  GCAC  meetings  for 
the  next  6 months.  Bruce  Balshone  stated  that  he  has  a conflict  on  the  first  Thursdays  of  each  month, 
and  Steve  Ferrario  stated  that  he  has  the  same  conflict.  Julie  Kirschbaum  asked  the  Committee  if  they 
preferred  to  meet  ever}'  month  or  every  other  month.  Bruce  Balshone  suggested  that  the  Committee 
plan  to  meet  monthly  for  1.5  hours  and  that  the  Authority  cancel  a meeting  it  it  is  not  needed.  Amber 
Crabbe  added  that  the  Committee  might  have  been  able  to  weigh  in  on  the  data  collection  process  if 
monthly  meetings  were  held,  and  agreed  with  Bruce’s  suggestion  of  more  frequent  meetings.  The 
Committee  agreed  to  resume  meetings  on  the  fourth  Thursday  of  each  month  per  the  original  schedule. 
Julie  Kirschbaum  stated  that  the  Committee  would  convene  next  on  the  last  Thursday  in  January 
(January  27)  and  that  an  outline  of  meeting  topics  would  be  provided  at  that  time. 
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7.  Public  Comment 

None. 

8.  Adjourn 

David  Schaefer  made  a motion  to  adjourn;  seconded  by  Steve  Ferrario. 
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AGENDA 
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6:00  p.m.,  Thursday,  January  27,  2005 
100  Van  Ness  Avenue,  25  th  Floor 

Committee  Meeting  Call  to  Order/Study  Updates 
Approval  of  Minutes  - ACTION  * 

Revised  Alternate  Attendance  Policy  — INFORMATION  * 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT 
NOV  2 9 2005 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


At  the  October  7,  2004  meeting,  Authority  staff  indicated  that  alternatives  were 
encouraged  to  attend  meetings,  but  would  not  be  held  to  the  same  attendance  standard 
as  members  (who  are  not  allowed  to  miss  more  than  4 meetings  in  a 12-month  period). 
As  we  currendy  face  the  need  to  replace  a member  with  an  alternate,  that  policy  has  been 
called  into  question.  Beginning  with  the  March  31  meeting,  alternates  will  not  be  allowed 
to  miss  more  than  4 meetings  in  a 12-month  period.  This  will  enable  them  to  be  more 
informed  participants  if  they  fill  in  for  or  replace  a member.  We  are  seeking  to  inform 
Geary  CAC  alternates  of  a revised  attendance  policy. 


Replace  Committee  Member  Kim  Nyugen  - ACTION  * 


Kim  Nguyen,  a District  6 representative,  recently  resigned  from  the  Geary  Citizens 
Advisory  Committee  due  to  her  inability  to  meet  the  attendance  requirement.  Kim’s 
participation  in  a graduate  school  program  while  still  serving  as  Executive  Director  of 
Little  Saigon  Development  Association  leaves  her  too  busy  to  serve  on  the  GCAC,  but 
she  remains  interested  in,  and  supportive  of  the  study.  Kim  will  be  replaced  by  one  of 
the  five  alternates  currently  on  the  Committee.  Chair  Bruce  Balshone  will  select  an 
alternate  at  random  at  the  meeting.  We  are  seeking  the  approval  of  a replacement 
for  Committee  Member  Kim  Nyugen. 


GCAC  12  Month  Roadmap  - ACTION  + 


When  the  Authority  set  up  the  GCAC,  we  anticipated  that  the  Committee  would  meet 
bimonthly  on  the  4th  Thursday  of  the  month.  In  the  fall  2004,  the  Committee  began 
meeting  more  frequently,  but  the  schedule  was  less  predictable.  At  the  November  18 
meeting,  Committee  members  requested  that  the  meeting  time  be  moved  back  to  the  4th 
Thursday  of  the  month  and  that  the  Committee  meet  monthly.  The  12  Month  Roadmap 
reflects  the  Committee’s  request  and  describes  the  key  meeting  items  we  anticipate  over 
the  next  calendar  year.  We  are  seeking  input  and  approval  of  the  GCAC  12  Month 
Roadmap. 

BRT  Study  Q&A  - ACTION  * 

Authority"  and  MUNI  staff  developed  a Q&A  to  provide  information  to  the  public 
about  the  Geary  Corridor  BRT  Study,  and  to  help  ensure  that  the  study  team  and  the 
Geary  CAC  had  a consistent  document  to  refer  to  when  communicating  details  of  the 
study  to  the  public.  Once  approved,  the  Q&A  will  be  posted  on  the  website  and 
circulated  to  GCAC  members.  In  the  next  month,  the  study  team  will  also  develop  a 
more  condensed  fact  sheet  explaining  the  key  details  of  the  study.  We  are  seeking 
input  and  approval  of  the  BRT  Study  Q&A. 
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7:10  5. 

Workshop  Planning  - INFORMATION 

The  study  team  is  currendy  in  the  process  of  developing  materials  and  beginning 
outreach  for  the  first  set  of  public  workshops.  The  workshops  will  focus  on  explaining 
the  potential  for  BRT  and  capturing  community  members’  kev  concerns  related  to 
current  urban  design  & transit  conditions  and  the  BRT  project.  We  would  like 
Committee  feedback  about  potential  workshop  venues.  We  have  resources  to  hold  three 
meetings  along  the  corridor.  Each  meeting  will  be  simultaneously  translated  into  one 
language:  Vietnamese,  Chinese,  and  Russian.  The  study  team  will  present  the  workshop 
at  the  March  31  meeting.  We  are  seeking  input  from  the  Committee  about  potential 
venues  for  the  spring  Workshops. 

7:20  6. 

Next  Meeting  - March  31,  2005 

7. 

Public  Comment 

7:30  8. 

Adjourn 

* Materials  attached. 
+ Materials  to  be  provided  at  the  meeting. 

This  meeting  location  is  wheelchair  accessible.  In  order  to  allow  individuals  with  environmental  illness  or  multiple 
chemical  sensitivity  to  attend  the  meeting,  individuals  are  requested  to  refrain  from  wearing  perfume  or  other 
scented  products.  All  times  shown  are  for  information  only.  Items  will  be  called  at  the  discretion  of  the  Chair. 


If  you  prefer  receiving  future  agendas  via  email  instead  of  regular  mail, 
please  send  vnur  request  to  |ulie_kirschbaum(n  siera.org 
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Meeting  7:  Thursday,  January  27,  2005 

NOV  2 3 2005 

The  meeting  began  at  6:07  PM.  SAN  FRANCISCO 

PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


Present  were  the  following  members:  Bruce  Balshone,  Steve  Boland,  Amber  Crabbe,  Steve  Ferrario, 
David  Heller,  Michael  Gowe,  Max  Lantz,  Brian  Larkin,  Michael  Louie,  Bruce  Osterweil,  Ellouise  Patton, 
David  Schaefer,  Robert  Speer,  Kate  White,  Aida  Berkovitz,  Andrew  Green  (Alternate). 


Absent:  Loren  Lopin  (Alternate),  Maria  Sousa  (Alternate),  Suzanne  Tucker  (Alternate). 


Authority  Members  and  Staff  present:  Julie  Kirschbaum  (Senior  Transportation  Planner),  Tilly  Chang 
(Deputyr  Director  for  Planning) 

1.  Committee  Meeting  Call  to  Order/Study  Updates 

Bruce  Balshone,  Chair,  opened  the  meeting  and  called  role.  Agency  staff  present  in  the  audience 
included:  Suany  Chough  (MUNI),  Javad  Mirabdal  (DPT),  and  Ken  Rich  (Planning  Dept). 

Julie  Kirschbaum  provided  a brief  update  about  the  status  of  the  Geary  Boulevard  Design  Study  and 
the  Task  2 work  for  the  Geary  Corridor  BRT  Study.  Suany  Chough  from  MUNI  provided  an  update  on 
the  Phase  1 Inner  Geary  Transit  Improvement  Project.  Bruce  Balshone  asked  if  the  revised 
configuration  for  Inner  Geary  added  back  in  bus  stops.  Ms.  Chough  indicated  that  yes,  rather  than 
removing  5 stops  as  proposed  the  revised  project  only  eliminates  three  stops.  Amber  Crabbe  asked  what 
impact  removing  less  stops  would  have  on  travel  time.  Chough  responded  that  each  stop  removal  saves 
approximately  30-40  seconds;  the  reliability  impacts  are  even  more  significant,  though  harder  to 
calculate.  Steve  Boland  asked  what  aspects  of  the  project  would  be  in  place  by  mid-March.  Suany 
Chough  indicated  that  the  roadway  work  would  be  done  and  the  bus  bulbs  would  be  in  place.  David 
Lleller  asked  about  the  stops  that  would  remain.  Chough  indicated  that  improvements  were  likely,  but 
depended  on  the  MTA  board  approving  the  new  stop  proposal  that  came  out  of  the  meeting  with  the 
Board  of  Supervisors. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes 

The  Committee  did  not  have  comments  on  this  item.  The  Chair  took  public  comment  on  this  item. 
Roger  Bazeley  and  Norman  Rolfe  provided  edits  to  their  statements  in  several  sections  of  the  minutes. 
[Authority  note:  Staff  will  provide  revised  Meeting  6 minutes  to  the  meeting  on  February  24]  David  Schaefer  made  a 
motion  that  extensive  public  comments  on  the  minutes  be  submitted  in  writing  before  the  start  of  the 
meeting.  Kate  Wing  seconded  the  motion.  The  motion  passed  unanimously.  [Authority  note:  Typically, 
members  of  the  public  are  provided  up  to  3 minutes  for  public  comment,  although  this  may  be  limited  to  a minimum  of  1 
minute,  at  the  discretion  of  the  chair.] 

Bruce  Osterweil  moved  to  approve  the  minutes,  seconded  by  David  Schaefer.  The  motion  passed 
unanimously. 

3.  Revised  Alternate  Attendance  Policy 
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The  Committee  did  not  comment  on  the  revised  alternate  policy. 

4.  Replace  Committee  Member  Kim  Nyugen 

Julie  Kirschbaum  presented  the  statf  proposal  that  Kim  Nyugen  be  replaced  by  a random  drawing  of 
one  of  the  five  alternates.  Steve  Boland  suggested  that  an  alternative  approach  would  be  to  accept 
nominations  and  elect  one  alternate  to  become  a member.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  expressed  concern  that  three 
of  the  alternates  were  not  able  to  come  to  the  meeting,  and  were  not  told  in  advance  about  a 
nomination  process.  David  Heller  suggested  that  the  item  be  continued  until  the  next  meeting.  Michael 
Louie  asked  if  District  representation  should  play  a factor.  Kirschbaum  indicated  that  all  five  alternates 
were  from  District  1.  Ellouise  Patton  asked  if  the  alternate  would  also  be  replaced.  Ms.  Chang 
responded  that  the  alternate  would  not  be  replaced,  since  four  would  remain.  Bruce  Balshone  asked  the 
two  alternates  present  (Aida  Berkovitz  and  Andrew  Green)  if  they  were  interested  in  becoming  a 
committee  member.  Both  responded  yes.  Robert  Speer  commented  that  attendance  should  plav  a factor. 

The  Chair  took  public  comment  on  this  item.  Norm  Rolfe  pointed  out  that  the  agenda  stated  that  the 
Chair  would  select  at  random. 

Robert  Speer  moved  to  take  nominations  for  the  committee  seat.  Amber  Crabbe  seconded  the  motion. 
The  motion  passed  with  10  in  favor,  3 opposed  and  1 abstention.  Following  the  motion,  Kate  White 
nominated  Aida  Berkovitz  to  become  a new  member,  seconded  by  Steve  Boland.  David  Heller 
nominated  Andrew  Green,  who  declined  the  nomination.  The  Chair  read  off  the  names  of  the  other 
alternates  and  then  closed  the  floor  for  nominations.  The  Committee  voted  unanimously  to  approve 
Aida  Berkovitz  as  a replacement  member  for  Kim  Nyugen. 

5.  GCAC  12-Month  Roadmap 

Julie  Kirschbaum  presented  the  draft  roadmap  for  the  Geary  CAC  over  the  next  12  months.  Amber 
Crabbe  proposed  that  the  schedule  change  from  the  last  Thursday  of  the  month  to  the  fourth  Thursday 
of  the  month,  seconded  by  Michael  Louie.  The  motion  passed  unanimously.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  then 
pointed  out  that  the  December  meeting  was  tentatively  scheduled  for  Thursday,  December  15,  2005,  to 
avoid  the  holiday  season.  After  some  discussion,  the  Committee  determined  that  they  would  prefer  to 
have  the  meeting  on  Thursday,  December  8,  2005.  Steve  Boland  requested  that  the  Silver  Line 
presentation  be  moved  up,  since  there  are  important  lessons  that  can  be  learned  from  that  project. 
Amber  Crabbe  requested  information  on  when  the  workshops  would  occur.  Kirschbaum  responded  that 
the  workshops  were  tentatively  planned  for  the  second  week  in  April  2005,  first  week  in  September  2005 
and  first  or  second  week  in  January  2006. 

6.  BRT  Study  Q&A 

Julie  Kirschbaum  presented  the  Draft  Question  & Answer  (Q&A)  document  for  the  study,  indicating  that  it 
was  designed  to  be  used  as  a common  reference  document  for  the  Geary  CAC,  Consultants,  and  agency  team. 
Robert  Speer  indicated  that  the  questions  on  rail-ready  and  new  vehicles  required  additional  explanation.  He 
also  expressed  concern  that  the  Fillmore  intersection  is  very  awkward  and  would  require  special  attention  in 
the  study;  he  also  indicated  that  the  24-Divisidero  is  very  congested.  Aida  Berkovitz  commented  that  the 
Q&A  was  not  a useful  public  document  because  of  the  language/tone.  She  proposed  adding  a question  about 
the  disadvantages  of  BRT  to  foil  the  question  on  advantages  of  BRT.  Ms.  Berkovitz  also  suggested 
simplifying  the  language  in  several  sections  including:  signal  priority,  the  network  advantages  of  BRT  and  the 
study  objectives.  Bruce  Balshone  suggested  clarifying  the  role  of  new  vehicles.  Steve  Ferrario  expressed 
concerns  that  the  Q&A  was  another  example  of  Authority  staff  asking  the  GCAC  to  rubber  stamp  a decision. 

Amber  Crabbe  indicated  that  the  FAQ  for  AC  Transit's  International  Boulevard  Project  might  serve  as  a 
useful  model.  She  also  suggested  adding  two  questions,  one  on  pedestrian  and  bicycle  impacts  and  a second 
on  stop  spacing.  Ms.  Crabbe  also  suggested  that  the  Q&A  include  the  level  of  service  goals  for  the  corridor, 
e.g..  25%  decrease  in  travel  times. 

Andrew  Green  expressed  concern  that  the  study  had  been  defined  narrowly,  to  only  focus  on  BRT.  He 
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suggested  starting  the  Q&A  more  generally  to  indicate  that  a variety  of  options  are  feasible  and  that  in 
addition  to  BRT,  the  study  would  also  look  at  no-project  and  light  rail  alternatives.  Julie  Kirschbaum  pointed 
out  that  the  Expenditure  Committee  had  defined  the  Geary  project  as  rail-ready  BRT.  David  Heller  expressed 
concern  over  light  rail,  indicating  that  the  businesses  on  Geary  could  not  survive  the  construction  impacts, 
especially  now  when  the  economy  is  bad.  Steve  Ferrario  suggested  dropping  the  last  sentence  under  rail- 
ready,  questioning  what  prevents  the  study  from  investigating  the  cost  of  a broader  definition  of  rail-ready. 
David  Heller  repeated  his  concerns  about  the  impact  of  light  rail  construction  on  local  businesses. 

The  Chair  took  public  comment  on  this  item.  Roger  Bazeley  commented  that  the  document  should  emphasize 
speed,  reliability,  and  safety  improvements  and  that  being  able  to  use  existing  buses  be  identified  under 
"advantages  of  BRT."  He  also  suggested  that  the  document  include  examples  of  what  the  conceptual  designs 
might  look  like.  He  concluded  by  indicating  that  different  definitions  of  rail-ready  had  different  cost 
implications.  Norman  Rolfe  indicated  his  support  for  Steve  Ferrario’s  comment  that  the  last  sentence  of  rail- 
ready  be  deleted.  He  also  indicated  that  the  Priority  3 scenario  in  the  Expenditure  Plan  includes  money  for 
light  rail  studies.  Dan  Krause  from  Rescue  MUNI  commented  that  the  tone  of  the  document  was  too 
presumptuous.  The  study  should  take  a step  back  and  collect  more  information  about  the  cost  implications  of 
a more  extensive  definition  of  rail  ready.  He  also  indicated  that  there  is  a potential  for  other  funds  and  that  it 
was  not  necessary  to  assume  no  additional  resources  would  be  available  for  the  next  30  years.  Bruce  Balshone 
asked  if  Rescue  MUNI  has  an  official  opinion  on  BRT.  Mr.  Krause  indicated  that  Rescue  MUNI  supports  rail- 
ready  BRT  in  the  near  term  and  light  rail  as  soon  as  possible  thereafter;  they  would  also  support  doing  a 
smaller  segment  of  rail-ready  BRT  if  resources  are  constrained.  Jackie  Sachs  commented  that  light  rail 
planning  is  already  happening  for  Geary.  The  Central  Subway  project  will  include  a spur  for  Geary  at  Union 
Square.  David  Vasquez  suggested  adding  a question  on  the  advantages  of  light  rail. 

Committee  members  requested  the  opportunity  to  submit  comments  on  the  Q&A  via  email.  They  also  decided 
to  have  an  additional  meeting  on  February  24  to  further  discuss  rail  ready  and  to  review  a revised  Q&A. 
Several  committee  members  expressed  concern  that  the  role  of  light  rail  had  already  been  reviewed  and 
confirmed  at  the  third  committee  meeting.  Bruce  Osterweil  moved  to  have  a February  meeting,  seconded  by 
Robert  Speer.  The  motion  passed  with  nine  in  favor  and  four  opposed. 

7.  Workshop  Planning 

Due  to  the  late  hour.  Amber  Crabbe  suggested  that  the  workshop  planning  be  tabled  and  that  committee 
members  submit  comments  by  email. 

8.  Next  Meeting 

9.  Public  Comment 

George  Smith,  Executive  Director  for  the  Ella  Hill  Hutch  Community  Center  in  the  Western  Addition, 
expressed  concern  about  not  knowing  about  the  project  sooner  and  asked  what  the  job  development 
plan  was  for  the  study  and  who  was  the  lead  agency.  He  concluded  by  emphasizing  the  importance  of 
addressing  workforce  development  in  the  project.  Tilly  Chang,  Deputy  Director  for  Planning,  indicated 
that  the  Authority  has  met  with  Redevelopment  Agency  staff  to  the  Western  Addition  PAC,  and  will 
connect  with  community  members  soon.  She  also  indicated  that  the  study  was  in  a very  preliminary 
stage.  Roger  Bazeley  indicated  that  he  thought  the  Authority  had  made  a judgment  call  with  the  Planning 
Department  that  transit-oriented  development  would  be  considered.  He  also  pointed  out  that 
development  has  to  be  planned  with  safety  in  mind.  He  than  indicated  that  the  Third  Street  light  rail 
project  had  bad  contractor  problems  related  to  workforce  development.  He  also  indicated  that  BRT  and 
LRT  comparisons  should  be  included  in  the  Study  and  that  BRT  could  be  implemented  in  a 2-3  year 
time  period.  Committee  member,  Ellouise  Patton,  pointed  out  that  it  is  very  important  to  consider  the 
economic  impact  of  the  project.  She  also  indicated  that  the  community’s  training  status  was  not  the 
main  factor  in  the  construction  management  problems  on  Third  Street  LRT. 

10.  Adjourn 

Brian  Larkin  made  a motion  to  adjourn;  seconded  by  Bruce  Osterweil. 
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Geary  Corridor  CAC: 
Meeting  8 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT, 


Date:  6:00  p.m.,  Thursday,  February  24,  2005 

Location:  100  Van  Ness  Avenue,  25th  Floor 

6:00  1.  Introductions  - INFORMATION 


NOV  2 9 2005 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


Chair  will  call  role;  agency  staff  in  the  audience  will  introduce  themselves;  and  Authority 
staff  will  provide  a brief  study  update  to  apprise  Committee  Members  of  key  project 
work  since  the  last  meeting. 

6:10  2.  Approval  of  Minutes  - ACTION  * 

6:15  3.  Role  of  Rail-Ready  in  Geary  Corridor  BRT  Study  - Action* 

The  Prop  K Expenditure  Plan  requires  that  the  BRT  design  be  rail-ready,  in  order  not  to 
preclude  a future  rail  extension  on  Geary.  The  Geary  Corridor  BRT  Study  will  test  two 
design  alternatives  against  the  no-project  alternative:  a center-running  alignment  and  a 
side-running  alignment.  In  accordance  with  the  voter  approved  sales  tax  measure,  the 
center  running  alternative  will  be  designed  to  be  rail-ready.  Based  on  feedback  from  the 
Geary  Citizens  Advisory  Committee,  the  Authority  has  begun  to  develop  cost  estimates 
for  two  definitions  of  rail  ready.  The  first  focuses  on  designing  the  BRT  system  to  tight 
rail  design  standards.  The  second  is  more  extensive/cosdy  and  includes  all  of  the  surface 
and  sub-surface  elements  of  tight  rail  (e.g.,  tracks  and  electrical  work),  with  the  goal  of 
minimizing  construction  impacts  if  tight  rail  is  implemented.  Staff  proposes  that  the 
study  continue  to  evaluate  the  costs  of  each  rail  ready  definition  and  determine  a final 
definition  of  rail  ready  during  the  phasing  and  implementation  stage  of  the  study  (Task 
6).  We  are  seeking  a motion  to  approve  the  proposed  approach  to  the  concept  of 
rail-ready  design  in  the  Geary  BRT  Study  and  the  proposed  Q&A  language. 

6:45  4.  Revised  BRT  Study  Q&A  - ACTION  + 

At  the  January  28  meeting,  the  GCAC  reviewed  a Q&A  for  the  Geary  Corridor  BRT 
Stud}’.  This  document  was  developed  to  help  ensure  that  the  study  team  and  the  Geary 
CAC  had  a document  to  refer  to  when  communicating  details  of  the  study  to  the  public. 
Committee  members  provided  comments  on  the  document  at  the  meeting  and  via  email. 
The  revised  document  will  be  rewritten  to  serve  as  a public  document  and  to  reflect  the 
feedback  that  the  Committee  provided.  We  will  present  the  revised  BRT  Study  Q&A 
section  by  section  at  the  meeting,  and  will  seek  approval  of  the  document  at  that 
time. 


7:05  5.  Workshop  Planning  - INFORMATION 

The  study  team  continues  to  make  progress  preparing  for  the  April  workshops.  The 
workshops  will  focus  on  capturing  community  members’  key  concerns  related  to  transit, 
urban  design,  and  traffic  conditions  on  Geary.  The  workshops  will  also  seek  to  inform 
the  public  about  bus  rapid  transit.  Thanks  to  the  suggestions  of  the  Committee,  we  are  now 
following  up  on  key  venue  leads  and  we  plan  to  provide  translation  for  an  expanded  number 
of  languages.  We  are  currently  planning  to  provide  workshops  in  the  following 
neighborhoods:  Tenderloin  - translated  into  Vietnamese  and  Spanish;  Japantown  — 
translated  into  Japanese  and  Korean;  and  Richmond  — translated  into  Chinese  and 
Russian.  We  would  tike  to  hear  the  Committee’s  feedback  on  the  revised  outreach  plan 
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and  get  recommendations  on  potential  translators  to  hire.  We  would  also  like  a 
commitment  from  the  Geary  CAC  to  work  with  their  constituents  to  publicize  the  first 
series  of  workshops.  We  are  seeking  input  from  the  Committee  about  the  revised 
outreach  plan  for  the  April  workshops. 

7:20 

6. 

Next  Meeting  — March  24,  2005 

7. 

Public  Comment 

7:30 

8. 

Adjourn 

* Materials  attached. 
+ Materials  to  be  provided  at  the  meeting. 


This  meeting  location  is  wheelchair  accessible.  In  order  to  allow  individuals  with  environmental  illness  or  multiple 
chemical  sensitivity  to  attend  the  meeting,  individuals  are  requested  to  refrain  from  wearing  perfume  or  other 
scented  products.  All  times  shown  are  for  information  only.  Items  will  be  called  at  the  discretion  of  the  Chair. 


If  you  prefer  receiving  future  agendas  via  email  instead  of  regular  mail, 
please  send  your  request  toJulie_Kirschbaum@sfcta.org 
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6:00  p.m.,  Thursday,  March  24,  2005 
100  Van  Ness  Avenue,  25th  Floor 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT 
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6:00  1. 


6:10  2. 

6:15  3. 


6:30  5. 


7:50  6. 

7. 


8:00  8. 


Introductions  - INFORMATION 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


Chair,  Bruce  Balshone,  will  call  role  and  introduce  agency  staff  and  consultant  team  in 
the  audience.  Subsequendy,  the  Authority  staff  will  provide  a brief  study  update  to 
apprise  Committee  Members  of  key  project  work  since  the  last  meeting. 


Approval  of  Minutes  - ACTION  * 


Replace  Committee  Member  Robert  Speer  - ACTION  * 


Robert  Speer,  a District  5 representative,  recently  resigned  from  the  Geary  Citizens 
Advisory  Committee  due  to  scheduling  constraints.  Per  the  Committee’s  motion  on 
January  27,  2005,  the  Chair  will  take  nominations  for  the  position  from  the  remaining 
pool  of  alternates,  and  Committee  members  will  vote  to  elect  a new  member.  We  are 

seeking  the  approval  of  a replacement  for  Committee  Member  Robert  Speer. 


Workshop  Rehearsal  - ACTION  * 


Agency  staff  and  the  Consultant  team  will  present  the  draft  workshop  presentation  and 
walk  the  Committee  through  the  small  group  exercise.  Due  to  the  limited  time,  we  will 
not  be  able  to  do  the  full  breakout  session.  Subsequently,  Committee  members  will 
provide  feedback  about  the  effectiveness  of  the  workshop  materials.  The  workshops  are 
scheduled  for: 


■ Wed.  April  13  from  6-8pm,  Jones  Memorial  United  Methodist  Church,  1975  Post  St 

■ Thu.  April  14  from  6-8pm,  SF  Senior  Center,  481  O’Farrell  St 

■ Sat.  April  16  from  10am-12pm,  Self-Help  for  the  Elderly  Center,  408  22nd  Avenue 

Following  the  workshop  rehearsal,  Geary  CAC  members  will  sign  up  to  attend  one  or 
more  of  the  three  workshop  series.  We  would  also  like  a commitment  from  the  Geary 
CAC  to  work  with  their  constituents  to  publicize  the  workshops.  We  are  seeking  input 
and  approval  on  the  format  and  presentation  materials  for  the  first  series  of 
public  workshops. 

Next  Meeting  - April  22,  2005 

Public  Comment 

Adjourn 


* Materials  attached. 
Materials  to  be  provided  at  the  meeting. 
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This  meeting  location  is  wheelchair  accessible.  In  order  to  allow  individuals  with  environmental  illness  or  multiple 
chemical  sensitivity  to  attend  the  meeting,  individuals  are  requested  to  refrain  from  wearing  perfume  or  other 
scented  products.  All  rimes  shown  are  for  information  only.  Items  will  be  called  at  the  discretion  of  the  Chair. 


If  you  prefer  receiving  future  agendas  via  email  instead  of  regular  mail, 
please  send  your  request  to  Julie_Kirschbaum@sfcta.org 
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^ Geary  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  DOCUMENTS  DEf 

-Meeting:  8:  Thursday,  March  24,  2005 

. S NOV  2 9 2005 

The  meeting  began  at  6:04  PM.  SAN  FRANCISCO 

PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

Present  were  the  following  members:  Aida  Berkovitz,  Bruce  Balshone,  Steve  Boland,  Amber  Crabbe, 
Steve  Ferrario,  Andrew  Green,  David  Heller,  Max  Lantz,  Brian  Larkin,  Michael  Louie,  Bruce  Osterweil, 
David  Schaefer. 

Absent:  Michael  Gowe,  Ellouise  Patton,  Kate  White,  Loren  Lopin  (Alternate),  Maria  Sousa  (Alternate), 
Suzanne  Tucker  (Alternate). 


Transportation  Authority:  Tilly  Chang  (Deputy  Director  for  Planning),  Julie  Kirschbaum  (Senior 
Transportation  Planner) 


1.  Introductions 

Bruce  Balshone,  Chair,  opened  the  meeting  and  called  role.  Agency  staff  present  in  the  audience 
included:  Suany  Chough  (MUNI),  Peter  Staus  (MUNI),  Carl  Natvig  (MUNI),  Ken  Rich  (Planning),  and 
Kevin  Keck  (DPT). 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes 

Brian  Larkin  requested  that  Authority  staff  correct  the  date  on  the  minutes  from  March  to  February. 
There  was  no  public  comment  on  this  item.  Bruce  Osterweil  moved  to  approve  the  minutes,  seconded 
by  Amber  Crabbe.  The  motion  passed  unanimously. 

3.  Replace  Committee  Member  Robert  Speer 

Julie  Kirschbaum  from  the  Authority  explained  that  Robert  Speer  had  resigned  from  the  committee  due 
to  scheduling  constraints.  Subsequently,  Steve  Ferrario  nominated  Andrew  Green  to  replace  Robert 
Speer,  seconded  by  David  Heller.  Andrew  Green  accepted  the  nomination  and  the  committee  voted 
unanimously  to  make  Green  a new  member. 

Following  the  nomination,  Chair  Bruce  Balshone  indicted  concern  that  the  committee  was  low  on 
alternates  and  that  all  the  remaining  alternates  represented  District  1 . He  suggested  that  staff  begin  the 
process  for  identifying  new  alternates.  Amber  Crabbe  suggested  that  staff  focus  on  Districts  5 and  6 to 
make  up  for  committee  members  who  have  resigned. 

4.  Workshop  Rehearsal 

Julie  Kirschbaum  provided  an  overview  of  the  planned  workshop  setup  and  format.  She  also  reviewed 
the  work  that  staff  had  done  to  advertise  and  promote  the  workshops  including:  issued  press  release, 
posted  on  SFGov,  sent  flyer  to  organizations  and  interested  individuals,  posted  on  buses  and  in  shelters. 
Committee  members  asked  if  the  bus  shelter  flyers  were  only  up  on  the  Geary  lines.  Staff  indicated  that 
they  may  have  additional  resources  to  post  on  Clement  and  to  work  with  Transportation  for  a Livable 
City  (TLC)  to  do  seat  drops.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  circulated  a sign-up  sheet  for  members  to  indicate  which 
workshop  they  planned  to  attend  and  encouraged  members  to  actively  promote  the  workshops. 
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Following  these  introductory  remarks,  the  GCAC  participated  in  a round  of  introductions,  emphasizing 
where  they  lived  and  what  stakeholders  they  represented.  Subsequently,  Julie  Kirschbaum  from  the 
Authority,  Joe  Story  trom  DKS  Associates  and  Boris  Dramov  from  ROMA  Design  Group  presented 
the  draft  workshop  presentation.  Following  the  presentation,  Committee  members  provided  feedback 
on  the  workshop  structure  and  content. 

Aida  Berkovitz  started  the  discussion  by  recommending  that  the  presentation  use  simpler  language.  She 
also  suggested  that  stall  put  less  emphasis  on  “branding.”  Other  Committee  members  supported  this 
comment,  indicating  that  system  identity  was  more  important  to  new  riders  and  tourists  than  to  daily 
riders.  However,  David  Schaefer  commented  that  identity  is  a kev  way  to  grow  ridership.  Staff  agreed  to 
use  less  jargon  and  focus  on  the  term  “identity”  instead  of  “branding.” 

Steve  Boland  suggested  that  the  study  team  emphasize  cleanliness  as  a kev  bus  stop  feature.  Steve 
Ferrario  suggested  that  staff  go  through  the  slides  more  slowly,  especially  during  the  technical 
discussion.  Max  Lantz  suggested  that  staff  introduce  BRT  sooner  in  the  presentation  and  perhaps 
return  to  it  more  than  once,  since  it  would  be  a new  concept  for  many  workshop  attendees.  He  also 
suggested  that  staff  start  more  broadly  and  include  background  information  about  the  Authority. 

David  Schaefer  commented  that  the  workshop  flyer  does  not  define  bus  rapid  transit.  He  also  pointed 
out  the  need  for  a better  transition  between  the  first  and  second  segments  in  the  presentation.  Finally,  he 
encouraged  the  study  team  to  move  the  urban  design  piece  closer  to  the  beginning  of  the  presentation. 
Steve  Boland  warned  the  team  to  avoid  a casual  reference  to  “stop  elimination”  because  it  would  start 
up  communin'  tears  about  stop  removal.  Andrew  Green  complemented  the  study  team  on  the 
presentation  and  asked  if  any  analysis  of  ridership  had  been  conducted.  Julie  Kirschbaum  indicated  that 
MUNI  was  currently  conducting  a baseline  data  collection  effort  on  Geary  that  would  provide 
information  about  ridership  at  each  stop;  however,  this  analysis  would  not  be  ready  in  time  for  the 
workshop.  Andrew  Green  also  recommended  that  the  team  verify  the  schedule  of  the  38L,  which  was 
not  presented  correctly. 

Michael  Louie  suggested  spending  less  time  on  the  historical  transportation  patterns  and  more  time  on 
the  aerial.  Fie  also  cautioned  against  putting  the  BRT  examples  too  early  in  the  presentation.  Steve 
Boland  recommended  starting  with  the  BRT  cartoon  graphic. 

Aida  Berkovitz  encouraged  the  urban  design  presenter  to  emphasize  that  the  diagonal  parking  had 
strong  pedestrian  benefits,  although  it  creates  conflicts  between  vehicles  and  buses.  She  also  suggested 
that  crash  statistics  be  incorporated  into  the  presentation.  Amber  Crabbe  suggested  showing  the  owl 
service  on  the  service  slide.  She  also  asked  if  the  workshops  would  be  tailored  to  each  neighborhood, 
which  could  cut  down  on  the  time  of  the  presentation.  Staff  indicated  that  the  workshops  had  already 
been  advertised  as  identical  across  locations. 

Amber  Crabbe  indicated  that  the  LA  Metro  is  not  a good  shelter  example  for  San  Francisco,  since  it 
does  not  include  protection  from  rain  and  wind.  She  also  pointed  out  that  the  LA  system  did  not  have 
high  quality  pedestrian /waiting  areas.  Ms  Crabbe  asked  if  data  was  available  to  explain  non-work  trip 
patterns. 

David  Heller  remarked  that  he  enjoyed  the  presentation,  but  felt  that  the  commercial  aspects  of  the 
corridor  were  overlooked  and  that  parking  was  presented  as  a problem,  rather  than  a key  corridor 
benefit.  I le  commented  that  people  do  not  come  to  restaurants  and  shops  by  transit  or  bicycle,  and  that 
parking  was  a critical  issue  for  the  study. 

Steve  Boland  encouraged  the  project  team  to  emphasize  that  urban  renewal  created  a social  divide 
between  Japantown  and  Western  Addition.  Brian  Larkin  requested  statistics  on  how  long  it  takes  to 
travel  from  Downtown  to  the  Outer  Richmond.  He  also  requested  an  analysis  of  density  and  percent  of 
residents  who  are  elderly  or  have  a disability.  I Ie  asked  Boris  Dramov  to  define  the  term  “poor  visual 
quality.” 
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The  Chair  took  public  comment  on  this  item.  Roger  Bazeley  reinforced  the  need  for  less  discussion  of 
the  data  collection  process.  He  also  suggested  that  the  study  team  should  be  more  upfront  about  the 
project  benefits  (e.g.,  travel  time  reduction).  The  current  goals  are  too  abstract.  He  emphasized  that 
urban  design  improvements  were  critical.  He  pointed  out  that  one  of  the  graphics  implies  left  door 
buses.  He  also  commented  that  the  center  alternative  will  add  parking  back  to  the  community  because 
the  bus  zone  can  be  replaced. 

Dan  Krause  from  Rescue  MUNI  suggested  that  branding  is  a key  aspect  of  bus  rapid  transit,  noting  that 
LA  attributes  a portion  of  its  ridership  gains  to  system  identity  and  marketing.  He  also  commented  that 
transit  riders  do  shop  and  visit  restaurants.  He  suggested  that  the  study  team  conduct  a demographic 
study  to  identify  the  mode  people  use  to  get  to  local  businesses.  He  liked  the  urban  design  discussion, 
but  suggested  that  the  study  team  avoid  prejudging  the  quality  and  let  people  come  to  their  own 
conclusions. 

After  the  Committee  finished  providing  input  into  the  presentation,  Julie  Kirschbaum  presented  the 
small  group  exercise.  Aida  Berkovitz  asked  who  would  answer  question  three,  which  focused  on  non- 
transit users,  since  most  of  the  workshop  participants  would  be  transit  users.  Bruce  Osterweil  suggested 
that  the  staff  avoid  focusing  on  a specific  neighborhood,  since  people  will  participate  from  all 
neighborhoods.  Amber  Crabbe  encouraged  the  study  team  to  make  participants  feel  heard  and  to  really 
focus  on  what  will  bring  people  back  to  subsequent  meetings. 

5.  Next  Meeting 

The  Geary  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  will  next  meet  on  April  28,  2005  from  6:00  to  7:30  in  the 
Authority’s  conference  room  at  100  Van  Ness  Avenue,  25th  Floor. 

6.  Public  Comment 

The  Chair  asked  for  open  public  comment.  No  general  public  comment  was  made. 

7.  Adjourn 

David  Schaefer  moved  to  adjourn  the  meeting,  seconded  by  Steve  Boland. 
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Geary  Citizens  Advisory  Committee 
Meeting  10 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT 


Date: 

Location: 


6:00  p.m.,  Thursday,  April  28,  2005 
100  Van  Ness  Avenue,  25th  Floor 


NOV  2 9 2005 


6:00 


Introductions  - INFORMATION 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


Chair,  Bruce  Balshone,  will  call  role  and  introduce  agency  staff  in  the  audience. 
Subsequently,  Authority  staff  will  provide  a brief  study  update  to  apprise  Committee 
Members  of  key  project  work  since  the  last  meeting. 


6:10  2.  Approval  of  Minutes  - ACTION  * 

6:15  3.  Summary  of  Workshop  Series  1 — INFORMATION  + 


The  first  series  of  workshops  for  the  Geary  Corridor  Bus  Rapid  Transit  Study  was  a 
tremendous  success.  Approximately  120  people  attended  the  three  workshop  series  in 
addition  to  the  consultant  team  and  agency  staff.  The  workshops  also  attracted  a 
significant  amount  of  press  coverage  and  community  interest  in  the  study.  Participants 
were  actively  engaged  in  both  the  presentation  and  the  small  group  exercise.  We  were 
less  successful  at  attracting  non-English  speakers  to  these  events,  despite  significant 
press  in  the  Chinese  language  papers.  Staff  is  looking  for  alternative  ways  to  engage  non- 
English  speakers.  For  example,  we  could  attend  community  events  that  will  attract  non- 
English  speakers,  rather  than  providing  translation  services  at  the  next  series  of  Geary 
workshops.  The  workshop  summary  will  be  available  at  the  meeting  for  committee 
members  to  review.  In  addition,  staff  will  highlight  key  themes  that  emerged  during 
these  events  and  how  they  will  be  addressed  in  the  study.  We  are  seeking  input  on  the 
community  feedback  collected  at  the  first  series  of  workshops.  We  are  seeking 
input  on  potential  events  and  other  strategies  for  engaging  non-English  speakers. 

6:40  4.  BRT  Case  Study  for  Bogota,  Columbia  - INFORMATION 


Bus  rapid  transit  is  a flexible  mode  that  can  be  shaped  to  meet  the  specific  operating  and 
design  needs  of  a community.  BRT  should  be  uniquely  defined  for  San  Francisco  to  fit 
local  priorities  and  the  features  of  the  existing  transit  system.  However,  San  Francisco’s 
BRT  system  should  benefit  from  lessons  learned  nationally  and  internationally.  To  give 
the  Geary  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  exposure  to  successful  bus  rapid  transit  systems 
in  the  US  and  abroad,  staff  will  present  both  domestic  and  international  case  studies  at 
the  next  several  meetings.  The  first  presentation  will  focus  on  Bogota,  Columbia,  which 
is  regarded  by  many  as  the  most  effective  BRT  system  worldwide.  We  are  seeking 
input  regarding  how  the  Bogota  case  study  should  inform  BRT  on  Geary 
Boulevard. 


7:20  5.  Next  Meeting  - May  26,  2005 

6.  Public  Comment 

7:30  7.  Adjourn 


* Materials  attached. 
Materials  to  be  provided  at  the  meeting. 
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This  meeting  location  is  wheelchair  accessible.  In  order  to  allow  individuals  with  environmental  illness  or  multiple 
chemical  sensitivity  to  attend  the  meeting,  individuals  are  requested  to  refrain  from  wearing  perfume  or  other 
scented  products.  All  rimes  shown  are  for  information  only.  Items  will  be  called  at  the  discretion  of  the  Chair. 


If  you  prefer  receiving  future  agendas  via  email  instead  of  regular  mail, 
please  send  your  request  toJulie_Kirschbaum@sfcta.org 
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Draft  Minutes 


-2,  Geary  Citizens  Advisory  Committee 
Meeting  10:  Thursday,  June-2-3,  2005 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT, 
NOV  2 9 2005 


The  meeting  began  at  6:08  PM. 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


Present  were  the  following  members:  Aida  Berkovitz,  Bruce  Balshone,  Steve  Boland,  Amber  Crabbe, 
David  Heller,  Max  Lantz,  Brian  Larkin,  Michael  Louie,  David  Schaefer,  Suzanne  Tucker  (Alternate). 

Absent:  Steve  Ferrario,  Michael  Gowe,  Andrew  Green,  Bruce  Osterweil,  Kate  White,  Loren  Lopin 
(Alternate),  Maria  Sousa  (Alternate). 

Transportation  Authority:  Julie  Kirschbaum  (Senior  Transportation  Planner) 

1.  Introductions 

Bruce  Balshone,  Chair,  opened  the  meeting  and  called  role.  Agency  staff  present  in  the  audience 
included:  Suany  Chough  (MUNI)  and  Javad  Mirabdal  (DPT).  Joe  Story  from  DKS  Associates  was  also 
present.  Julie  Kirschbaum  from  the  Authority  provided  an  update  on  the  study  progress.  She  indicated 
that  Tasks  2 and  3 would  be  completed  over  the  next  few  months.  She  also  indicated  that  Bill 
Lieberman,  Deputy'  Director  for  Planning  at  the  MTA  would  attend  the  GCAC  July  meeting  and 
provide  a presentation  on  North  American,  European,  and  Australian  BRT  Case  Studies. 

Julie  Kirschbaum  circulated  a letter  from  Ellouise  Patton,  and  indicated  that  Ms.  Patton  was  resigning 
from  the  Committee  because  the  GCAC  meeting  time  conflicted  with  her  commitment  to  the  Human 
Rights  Commission.  Julie  Kirschbaum  indicated  that  the  call  for  alternates  would  go  out  the  following 
week  and  would  close  on  June  3.  The  Plans  and  Programs  Committee  would  make  a recommendation 
for  alternates  at  their  June  14  meeting  and  die  Authority  Board  would  appoint  on  June  21.  The  call  for 
alternates  would  be  circulated  to  the  project  email  list  and  would  also  be  posted  on  the  SFCTA  website 
and  the  GearyBRT.org  website.  Michael  Louie  asked  if  the  Committee  could  wait  to  nominate  a new 
member  until  after  the  Board  appoints  new  alternates.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  indicated  that  this  was  possible, 
if  the  Committee  preferred.  Max  Lantz  indicated  that  the  call  for  alternates  should  emphasize  the  need 
for  greater  diversity  on  the  committee,  including  women  and  minorities.  The  decision  was  made  to  wait 
to  nominate  a new  member  until  after  the  Board  appointed  additional  alternates. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes 

David  Schaefer  moved  to  approve  the  minutes,  seconded  by  Aida  Berkovitz.  There  was  no  public 
comment  on  this  item.  The  motion  passed  unanimously. 

3.  Summary  of  Workshop  Series  1 

Julie  Kirschbaum  provided  a brief  presentation  on  the  workshops,  which  were  held  on  April  13,  14,  and 
1 6.  Her  presentation  included  a summary  of  how  workshop  participants  travel  in  the  corridor.  She  also 
provided  an  overview  of  how  the  workshops  were  advertised,  including  a 500  piece  mailing  to  interested 
organizations/individuals,  signs  in  the  bus  shelters  and  in  buses,  a press  release,  and  a posting  on 
SFGTV.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  indicated  that  110  people  had  attended  the  three-part  workshop  series,  with 
the  Saturday  Richmond  workshop  having  the  highest  participation.  She  also  indicated  that  translation 
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services  were  provided  at  all  three  meetings,  but  that  despite  extensive  press  in  the  Chinese  papers,  there 
were  no  non-English  speakers  in  attendance.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  asked  for  Committee  members  to  share 
their  experiences  at  the  workshop  and  to  offer  feedback  on  how  to  reach  non-English  speakers  in  the 
corridor. 

David  Heller  commented  that  110  should  be  considered  a poor  turnout  and  that  the  workshops  were 
not  representative  of  the  stakeholders  in  the  corridor.  Suzanne  Tucker  responded  that  110  people  was  a 
good  turn  out  for  a 500  piece  mailing;  however,  more  outreach  would  also  be  useful,  especially  to 
capture  non-English  speakers.  She  suggested  an  on-board  survey.  Aida  Berkovitz  asked  what  feedback 
the  project  team  expected  from  the  workshops.  Julie  Kirschbaum  indicated  that  the  team  was  looking 
for  the  key  needs  in  the  corridor  and  innovative  design  ideas.  David  Schaefer  indicated  that  the  response 
rate  was  good,  but  a larger  mailing  may  be  needed. 

David  Heller  indicated  that  the  Saturday  workshop  had  a lot  of  participants  who  did  not  live  in  the 
Richmond.  Michael  Louie  indicated  that  people  went  to  the  workshop  that  best  fit  their  schedule,  and 
that  the  Geary  project  is  a citywide  issue.  Suzanne  Tucker  asked  if  the  objectives  for  the  meeting  were 
met.  Julie  Kirschbaum  indicated  that  yes,  expectations  were  met  and  that  the  workshops  helped  the 
project  team  to  better  understand  the  needs  in  the  corridor.  Comments  included  support  for  a dedicated 
transit  lane,  concerns  over  parking  loss,  concerns  about  crowding  on  transit,  and  some  interest  for  light 
rail/subway  instead  of  BRT.  Amber  Crabbe  indicated  that  the  workshops  seemed  to  have  a lot  of 
agency  staff  and  that  more  participants  may  have  attended  if  the  workshops  had  childcare.  Aida 
Berkovitz  asked  if  the  workshops  were  ethnically  diverse,  even  if  they  did  not  attract  non-English 
speakers.  Michael  Louie  suggested  having  people  call  in  advance  if  they  require  translation  services. 
Bruce  Balshone  agreed  with  this  approach  and  suggested  that  staff  attend  community  events,  including 
the  Fillmore  Jazzfest.  Max  Lantz  suggested  that  staff  hire  non-profits  to  help  with  outreach  and 
translation.  Julie  Kirschbaum  indicated  that  some  of  the  translation  was  provided  by  community  groups, 
including  Chinatown  CDC  and  the  Little  Saigon  Development  Corporation. 

The  Chair  took  public  comment  on  this  item.  Roger  Bazeley  indicated  that  he  attended  the 
Japantown/Western  Addition  meeting  and  thought  the  project  team  gave  a great  presentation.  He  also 
indicated  that  Japantown  has  a celebration  in  August  that  would  be  good  to  attend.  Bazeley  pointed  out 
that  the  people  who  attended  the  workshops  were  the  most  engaged  in  the  project  and  indicated  that  he 
attends  to  represent  the  interest  of  families.  He  also  suggested  that  staff  reach  out  to  television  press, 
including  KRON. 

Jackie  Sachs  indicated  that  she  also  attended  the  Japantown  meeting  and  felt  the  information  was  well 
presented.  She  suggested  putting  “take-ones”  in  all  the  buses  to  promote  the  next  workshops.  She  also 
indicated  that  light  rail  came  up  at  the  workshop  she  attended  and  would  continue  to  come  up.  She 
indicated  that  the  Expenditure  Plan  includes  $55  million  of  Prop  K Priority  3 resource  to  study  light  rail 
and  that  the  Geary  light  rail  project  should  have  been  grandfathered  into  Prop  K from  Prop  B. 

Norman  Rolfe  indicated  that  he  was  not  able  to  attend  the  meeting,  but  would  like  additional 
information  about  the  types  of  light  rail  comments  that  were  made.  Julie  Kirschbaum  responded  that 
the  light  rail  comments  ranged  from  make  BRT  rail-ready  to  provide  a subway  or  a sky  train  along  the 
entire  corridor.  Norman  Rolfe  also  asked  if  participants  had  concerns  over  losing  parking.  Aleksandr 
Prodan  suggested  that  MUNI  investigate  the  possibility  of  announcing  the  meetings  on  the  digital  voice 
announcements.  He  also  indicated  that  operators  were  under-represented  at  the  workshops  and 
suggested  that  staff  go  to  the  Flynn  Garage  to  get  their  feedback. 

Stuart  Christie  suggested  that  staff  promote  future  workshops  at  local  farmers  markets,  including  the 
12,h  Avenue/Balboa  and  Fillmore/Eddy  farmer’s  markets.  Rose  Hillson,  a district  2 resident,  suggested 
that  staff  reach  out  to  neighborhood  associations,  post  on  SFGTV,  and  investigate  the  possibility  of 
announcing  meetings  in  resident’s  water/garbage  bills.  She  also  indicated  that  DPT  should  notify 
residents  of  the  proposed  changes  in  advance  of  construction. 
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4.  BRT  Case  Study  for  Bogota,  Columbia 

Julie  Kirschbaum  gave  a presentation  of  the  Bogota  Transmilenio  BRT  System,  which  is  touted  as  one 
of  the  most  successful  bus  systems  in  die  world.  Key  features  include  off-vehicle  fare  collection, 
dedicated  right-of-way,  high-quality/ capacity  buses,  and  real-time  transit  information.  After  the 
presentation,  Steve  Boland  asked  if  Transmilenio  uses  80  ft  buses.  Julie  Kirschbaum  indicated  that  they 
do  use  80  ft  buses. 

The  Chair  took  public  comment  on  this  item.  Roger  Bazeley  indicated  that  the  stations  have  platform 
doors.  He  also  asked  about  advanced  propulsion  systems. 

5.  Next  Meeting 

The  Geary  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  will  next  meet  on  May  26,  2005  from  6:00  to  7:30  in  the 
Authority’s  conference  room  at  100  Van  Ness  Avenue,  25th  Floor.  NOTE:  the  May  meeting  was 
cancelled  because  there  was  not  a full  agenda. 

6.  Public  Comment 

The  Chair  asked  for  open  public  comment.  Norm  Rolfe  asked  if  previous  applicants  to  the  GCAC 
would  be  considered  for  the  new  alternate  appointments.  Julie  Kirschbaum  indicated  that  staff  would  be 
resubmitting  the  previous  GCAC  applications.  Roger  Bazeley  presented  a piece  of  legislation  being 
introduced  to  improve  crosswalks  at  key  locations  and  asked  for  support.  Richard  Allman  commented 
that  the  May  meeting  was  the  Thursday  before  Memorial  Day.  The  Chair  Bruce  Balshone  requested  that 
the  meeting  date  not  change.  Jackie  Sachs  indicated  that  the  Fillmore  Street  Fair  is  a big  community 
festival  on  July  4th.  Ms.  Sachs  then  commented  that  DPT  has  a complete  list  of  summer  events  in  the 
corridor.  She  also  suggested  that  staff  reach  out  to  merchants  and  post  future  workshop 
announcements  in  store  front  windows. 

7.  Adjourn 

Steve  Boland  moved  to  adjourn  the  meeting,  seconded  by  Aida  Berkovitz. 
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Date:  6:00  p.m.,  Thursday,  June  23,  2005 

Location:  100  Van  Ness  Avenue,  25th  Floor 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT 
NOV  2 9 2005 


6:00  1. 


6:05  2. 


Introductions/Study  Updates  - INFORMATION 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


Chair,  Bruce  Balshone,  will  call  role  and  introduce  agency  staff.  Subsequently,  Authority 
staff  will  provide  a brief  study  update  to  apprise  Committee  Members  of  key  project 
work  since  the  last  meeting. 


Welcome  New  Alternates  - INFORMATION 


6:15  3. 

6:20  4. 


7:05  5. 


7:20  6. 

7. 


7:30  8. 


On  June  21,  2005  the  Authority  Board  appointed  three  new  alternates  to  the  GCAC.  The 
three  alternates  selected  were  chosen  from  a pool  of  50  candidates.  The  Chair  will  ask 
the  new  alternates  to  introduce  themselves  and  share  their  motivations  for  participating 
on  the  GCAC.  Following  these  introductions,  existing  members/ alternates  will  introduce 
themselves  for  the  benefit  of  the  new  alternates.  Per  the  suggestion  of  the  Chair  and 
Vice  Chair,  we  will  wait  until  the  July  meeting  to  replace  committee  member  Ellouise 
Patton,  who  resigned  due  to  scheduling  constraints  in  April  2005. 

Approval  of  Minutes  - ACTION  * 

BRT  Case  Studies:  North  America,  Europe,  Australia  - INFORMATION 

Bill  Lieberman,  Deputy  Director  for  Planning  at  the  San  Francisco  Municipal 
Transportation  Agency,  will  conclude  the  two-part  series  of  bus  rapid  transit  case  studies 
by  presenting  examples  from  North  America,  Europe,  and  Australia.  The  case  studies 
will  range  from  relatively  low-impact  mixed-traffic  projects  to  dedicated  arterial  lanes  to 
separated  busways.  Bus  rapid  transit  is  a flexible  mode  that  can  be  shaped  to  meet  the 
specific  operating  and  design  needs  of  a community.  BRT  should  be  uniquely  defined 
for  San  Francisco  to  fit  local  priorities  and  the  features  of  the  existing  transit  system. 
Flowever,  San  Francisco’s  BRT  system  should  benefit  from  lessons  learned  both 
nationally  and  internationally.  We  are  seeking  input  regarding  how  these  case 
studies  should  inform  BRT  on  Geary  Boulevard. 

REVISED  6 Month  Roadmap  - ACTION  * 

On  January  27,  2005  the  GCAC  approved  a 12  Month  Roadmap  that  described  the 
meeting  agenda  items  we  anticipated  in  2005.  Staff  is  proposing  several  modifications  to 
the  Roadmap  for  the  second  half  of  2005  to  better  integrate  the  GCAC  into  the  BRT 
design  process.  We  are  seeking  input  and  approval  of  the  Revised  6 Month 
Roadmap. 

Next  Meeting  - July  28,  2005 
Public  Comment 
Adjourn 


* Materials  attached. 
+ Materials  to  be  provided  at  the  meeting. 
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This  meeting  location  is  wheelchair  accessible.  In  order  to  allow  individuals  with  environmental  illness  or  multiple 
chemical  sensitivity  to  attend  rhe  meeting,  individuals  are  requested  to  refrain  from  wearing  perfume  or  other 
scented  products.  All  rimes  shown  are  for  information  only.  Items  wall  be  called  at  the  discretion  of  the  Chair. 


If  vou  prefer  receiving  future  agendas  via  email  instead  of  regular  mail, 
please  send  your  request  toJulie_Kirschbaum@sfcta.org 
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The  meeting  began  at  6:04  PM. 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


Present  were  the  following  members:  Aida  Berkovitz,  Bruce  Balshone,  Steve  Boland,  Amber  Crabbe, 
Steve  Ferrario,  David  Heller,  Max  Lantz,  Michael  Louie,  Bruce  Osterweil,  Leslie  Clark  (alternate),  Jean 
Fraser  (Alternate),  Diego  Sanchez  (Alternate),  Suzanne  Tucker  (Alternate). 


Absent:  Michael  Gowe,  Andrew  Green,  Brian  Larkin,  David  Schaefer,  Kate  White,  Loren  Lopin 
(Alternate),  Maria  Sousa  (Alternate). 


Transportation  Authority:  Julie  Kirschbaum  (Senior  Transportation  Planner) 


1.  Introductions 

Bruce  Balshone,  Chair,  opened  the  meeting  and  called  role.  Agency  staff  present  in  the  audience 
included:  Bill  Lieberman,  Darton  Ito,  Kevin  Keck  (all  MTA)  and  Ken  Rich  (Planning  Department).  Joe 
Story  from  DKS  Associates  was  also  present.  Julie  Kirschbaum  from  the  Authority  provided  an  update 
on  the  study  progress.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  indicated  that  the  needs  assessment  had  been  the  focus  of  the 
technical  work.  She  also  indicated  that  a lot  of  administrative  time  had  been  spent  identifying  new 
alternates.  Since  the  April  meeting  the  project  team  had  continued  to  meet  with  stakeholder  groups, 
including  Planning  Association  for  the  Richmond  (PAR),  Lower  Polk  Neighbors,  and  Coalition  of  San 
Francisco  Neighborhoods.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  was  pleased  to  report  that  the  SFCTA  and  MUNI  were 
awarded  $198K  for  the  Geary  Multi-Lingual  Outreach  Grant  from  Caltrans’  environmental  justice 
program.  The  grant  requires  a f>20K  Prop  Iv  match  and  will  allow  the  project  team  to  contract  directly 
with  community  groups  to  provide  translation,  focus  groups,  and  other  outreach. 

2.  Welcome  New  Alternates 

Chair,  Bruce  Balshone  welcomed  the  new  alternates  and  asked  them  to  introduce  themselves  and 
explain  what  they  hope  to  bring  to  the  committee.  Subsequently,  existing  members/alternates  also 
introduced  themselves,  for  the  benefit  of  the  new  alternates. 

3.  Approval  of  Minutes 

Committee  members  did  not  have  comments  on  the  minutes.  The  Chair  took  public  comment  on  this 
item.  Roger  Bazeley  requested  that  “SFPTA  member,  Ditsrict  3 Russian  Hill)  be  added  after  his  name. 
Steve  Ferrario  moved  to  approve  the  minutes,  seconded  by  Aida  Steve  Boland.  The  motion  passed 
unanimously. 

4.  BRT  Case  Studies:  North  America,  Europe,  Australia 

Bill  Lieberman,  Deputy'  Director  for  Planning  at  the  Municipal  Transportation  Agency  (MTA),  gave  a 
presentation  that  focused  on  several  BRT  and  Express  Bus  case  studies  in  the  United  States,  Europe, 
and  Australia.  The  case  studies  ranged  from  relatively  low  cost  systems  operating  in  mixed  traffic  to 
dedicated,  grade  separated  busways. 
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Following  the  presentation,  the  Committee  provided  the  following  comments.  Brian  Larkin  asked  if 
infrequent  stop  spacing  was  a key  component  of  BRT.  Bill  Lieberman  answered  ves,  because  local  stop 
spacing  will  nor  achieve  the  desired  rime  savings.  He  indicated  that  a parallel  local  route  could  be 
matched  with  a BRT  route  to  balance  the  needs  of  multiple  stakeholders. 

Andy  Green  asked  if  the  case  studies  ran  through  commercial  areas  similar  to  the  Outer  Richmond 
Commercial  District.  Mr.  Lieberman  indicated  that  both  the  Silverline  and  the  project  in  Ruoen  France 
had  similar  business  districts.  David  Heller  expressed  concern  that  the  case  studies  did  not  apply  to 
Geary  because  condidons  were  not  similar.  He  also  indicated  his  support  for  a side  alternative  and  other 
treatments  that  improve  passenger  comfort.  Mr.  Heller  suggested  that  the  GCAC  request  an  economic 
impact  stud\  from  the  project  team.  Julie  Kirschbaum  offered  to  meet  with  the  Greater  Geary 
Merchants  Association  about  the  economic  impact  study  and  other  concerns. 

Diego  Sanchez  asked  if  any  of  the  case  studies  had  differentiated  pricing.  Bill  Lieberman  indicated  no, 
but  felt  it  was  a lost  opportunity.  In  a related  comment  Aida  Berkovitz  indicated  that  MUNI  had  tried  to 
implement  higher  fares  for  the  express  buses,  but  the  program  was  not  successful.  Jean  Fraser  asked 
how  the  side  BRT  projects,  like  the  Boston  Silverline,  were  different  from  the  dedicated  lanes  MUNI 
already  has.  As  a follow  up  comment  Steve  Boland  indicated  his  preference  for  a non-porous  BRT  lane. 
Mr.  Boland  also  commented  that  the  automatic  guidance  system  in  the  Civis  buses  did  not  work  well  in 
Las  Vegas  because  of  the  need  to  repaint  on  a regular  basis.  He  also  commented  that  the  ridership  on 
the  AC  Transit  San  Pablo  route  increased  significantly.  Leslie  Clark  asked  about  low  floor  buses.  In  a 
related  comment.  Amber  Crabbe  indicated  that  the  low  floor  buses  purchased  by  AC  Transit  were  not 
desirable  for  wheelchair  users  because  they  required  middle  door  boarding  and  the  driver  had  to  go  to 
the  middle  of  the  bus  to  extend  the  ramp.  However,  she  also  indicated  that  this  design  feature  could  be 
corrected. 

Steve  Ferrario  asked  for  some  guidance  on  when  to  implement  BRT  verses  lightrail  based  on  passengers 
per  day.  Bill  Lieberman  indicated  that  it  depended  on  the  system  and  available  resources.  As  a follow  up 
question,  Mr.  Ferrario  asked  how  many  daily  passengers  were  carried  on  the  systems  in  the  presentation. 
Mr.  Lieberman  did  not  have  ridership  statistics  for  all  the  systems  but  indicated  14K  — Silverline,  6K  — 
San  Pablo,  and  60K  - Brisbane.  He  also  indicated  that  the  cost  per  vehicle  mile  was  higher  for  light  rail, 
but  cost  per  passenger  mile  was  lower  because  an  LRT  vehicle  has  a higher  capacity. 

Aida  Berkovitz  suggested  that  when  the  project  team  develops  the  service  plan  concepts,  that  they  start 
with  a blank  slate.  Amber  Crabbe  indicated  that  the  emphasis  of  the  project  should  not  be  on  branding 
and  other  techniques  to  attract  choice  riders.  Geary  ridership  is  already  very  high  and  simply  reducing 
the  travel  time  will  attract  latent  demand.  Ms.  Crabbe  also  asked  if  Mr.  Lieberman  had  studied  any  BRT 
systems  with  dedicated  center  lanes.  He  indicated  that  the  most  challenging  design  feature  for  center 
lanes  was  left  turns,  but  that  center  running  systems  could  be  less  porous  and  avoided  the  impact  of 
right  turning  vehicles. 

The  Chair  took  public  comment  on  this  item.  Roger  Bazelev  (SFPTA  Member,  District  3 Russian  Hill) 
indicated  that  the  center  alignment  offers  interesting  landscaping  opportunities  and  that  San  Francisco 
has  experience  with  center  alignments  through  the  LRT  system.  He  indicated  that  a side  alignment  is 
negatively  impacted  by  turning  vehicles.  Mr.  Bazeley  also  indicated  that  branding  is  important,  especially 
given  the  major  tourist  destinations  in  the  corridor  (e.g.,  Japantown).  He  commented  that  the  cable  car  is 
the  only  example  of  a service  with  price  differentiation  in  San  Francisco  and  did  not  support  tiered  fares 
for  BRT  He  concluded  by  indicating  that  a center  alignment  would  provide  a smoother  ride  for 
passengers. 

Norm  Rolfe  complemented  Bill  Lieberman  on  an  informative  and  balanced  presentation.  He 
commented  that  too  often  presenters  focus  on  BRT  because  they  are  anti-rail  and  anti-transit.  He  also 
commented  that  BRT  was  not  a panacea  and  that  rail  should  have  been  implemented  on  Geary  in  1958. 
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He  indicated  that  the  flexibility  of  BRT  was  a risk  and  that  a center  alignment  was  more  desirable  than  a 
side  alignment. 

Alex  Prodan  asked  about  high  center  platforms  and  buses  with  right  and  left  doors.  He  also  asked  about 
Latin  American  systems.  Mr.  Lieberman  indicated  that  a lot  of  technical  lessons  could  be  learned  from 
these  systems,  but  that  operating  conditions  were  much  different  due  to  political  and  economic 
differences.  Mr.  Prodan  also  indicated  his  support  for  a sky  train  or  other  grade  separated  investment  on 
Geary. 

5.  Revised  6 Month  Roadmap 

The  Committee  reviewed  the  roadmap,  but  did  not  vote  on  the  action  item,  because  there  was  not  a 
quorum.  The  Chair  took  public  comment  on  this  item.  Norm  Rolfe  asked  if  the  design  charrette  would 
be  open  to  the  public.  There  was  some  discussion  on  this  item.  Subsequently,  Vice  Chair  Amber  Crabbe 
agreed  to  work  with  staff  on  an  approach,  to  be  presented  at  the  July  meeting. 

6.  Next  Meeting -July  28,2005 

The  Geary  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  will  next  meet  on  July  28,  2005  from  6:00  to  8:00  in  the 
Authority’s  conference  room  at  100  Van  Ness  Avenue,  25th  Floor. 

7.  Public  Comment 

Roger  Bazeley  commented  that  the  Market  Street  corridor  had  beautiful  designs,  but  as  it  approaches  10 
years,  the  project  has  maintenance  and  durability  issues.  He  suggested  using  stainless  steal  instead  of 
paint.  He  also  requested  that  the  study  team  consider  safety  issues  and  whether  or  not  the  designs  work 
for  people  with  disabilities.  Finally,  Mr.  Bazeley  indicated  that  BRT  should  not  be  a land  use  barrier  and 
that  some  of  the  busway  examples  in  the  presentation  appeared  to  create  this  affect. 

8.  Adjourn 

Steve  Boland  moved  to  adjourn  the  meeting,  seconded  by  Steve  Ferrario. 
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MENTS  DERI 


Date: 

Location: 


6:00  p.m.,  Thursday,  July  28,  2005 
100  Van  Ness  Avenue,  25th  Floor 


NOV  2 9 2005 


6:00  1. 


6:05  2. 

6:10  3. 


6:25  4. 


7:15  5. 

6. 

7:30  7. 


Introductions/Study  Updates  - INFORMATION 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


Chair  Bruce  Balshone  will  call  role  and  introduce  agency  staff.  Subsequently,  Authority 
staff  will  provide  a brief  study  update  to  apprise  committee  members  of  key  project 
work  since  the  last  meeting. 


Approval  of  Minutes  - ACTION  * 


Recommend  New  Geary  CAC  Member-  ACTION  * 

Ellouise  Patton,  a citywide  representative,  resigned  in  April  2005  from  the  Geary 
Citizens  Advisory  Committee  due  to  scheduling  constraints.  Per  the  Committee’s  motion 
on  January  27,  2005,  the  Chair  will  take  nominations  for  the  position  from  the  pool  of 
alternates,  and  committee  members  will  vote  to  recommend  a new  member  to  the 
Authority  Board.  We  are  seeking  a motion  of  support  to  recommend  a new  Geary 
CAC  member  to  replace  former  Committee  Member  Ellouise  Patton. 


Review  Draft  Needs  Assessment  Report  - INFORMATION* 

The  Draft  Needs  Assessment  Report  synthesizes  the  results  of  the  existing  conditions 
analysis  (Task  2)  and  needs  assessment  (Task  3)  for  the  Geary  Corridor  Bus  Rapid 
Transit  (BRT)  Study.  The  full  draft  report  includes  13  Chapters  that  address  a variety  of 
topics  including:  transit  conditions,  pedestrian/bicycle  conditions,  parking,  land  use, 
urban  design,  and  auto  conditions.  The  majority  of  the  Draft  Needs  Assessment  Report  is 
aimed  at  a technical  audience;  however,  the  Executive  Summary  provides  a synthesis  of 
key  findings  for  community  stakeholders  and  decision-makers.  At  the  July  GCAC 
meeting,  staff  will  present  the  key  findings  contained  in  the  Report.  Subsequently, 
committee  members  will  have  an  opportunity  to  ask  questions  and  provide  general 
comments.  Following  the  meeting,  committee  members  will  have  3 weeks  to  submit 
additional  comments  to  Authority  staff;  the  deadline  to  submit  comments  is  August  19. 
We  are  seeking  input  on  the  Draft  Needs  Assessment  Report  for  the  Geary 
Corridor  Bus  Rapid  Transit  Study. 

Next  Meeting  - August  25,  2005 


Public  Comment 


Adjourn 


+ Materials  attached. 


+ Materials  to  be  provided  at  the  meeting. 

This  meeting  location  is  accessible  to  people  who  use  wheelchairs.  In  order  to  allow  individuals  with  environmental 
illness  or  multiple  chemical  sensitivity  to  attend  the  meeting,  individuals  are  requested  to  refrain  from  wearing 
perfume  or  other  scented  products.  All  times  shown  are  for  information  only.  Items  will  be  called  at  the  discretion 
of  the  Chair. 


If  you  prefer  receiving  future  agendas  via  email  instead  of  regular  mail, 
please  send  your  request  toJulie_Kirschbaum@sfcta.org 


. 
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The  meeting  began  at  6:04  PM. 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


Present  were  the  following  members:  Bruce  Balshone,  Aida  Berkovitz,  Steve  Boland,  Amber  Crabbe, 
Steve  Ferrario,  Andrew  Green,  David  Heller,  Brian  Larkin,  Bruce  Osterweil,  David  Schaefer,  Kate 
White,  Leslie  Clark  (alternate),  Diego  Sanchez  (Alternate). 

Absent:  Michael  Louie,  Michael  Gowe  (Resigned),  Max  Lantz  (Resigned),  Jean  Fraser  (Alternate),  Loren 
Lopin  (Alternate,  Resigned),  Maria  Sousa  (Alternate,  Resigned),  Suzanne  Tucker  (Alternate). 

Transportation  Authority:  Julie  Kirschbaum  (Senior  Transportation  Planner),  Tilly  Chang  (Deputy 
Director  for  Planning),  Zabe  Bent  (Senior  Transportation  Planner),  Ryan  Harris  (Senior  Transportation 
Planner) 


1.  Introductions 

Bruce  Balshone,  Chair,  opened  the  meeting  and  called  role.  Agency  staff  present  included:  Julie 
Kirschbaum  (SFCTA),  Zabe  Bent  (SFCTA),  Tilly  Chang  (SFCTA),  Ryan  Harris  (SFCTA),  and  Darton 
Ito  (MTA).  Joe  Story  from  DKS  Associates  was  also  present.  Julie  Kirschbaum  from  the  Authority 
provided  an  update  on  the  study  progress,  including  the  newly  distributed  draft  Needs  Assessment.  Ms. 
Kirschbaum  indicated  that  the  Needs  Assessment  represents  a major  milestone  in  the  study  progress,  as 
it  will  provide  a solid  foundation  for  the  upcoming  design  and  service  planning  work.  She  also  indicated 
that  the  Authority  planned  to  engage  the  service  of  CHS  Consulting  Group  to  assist  Muni  with  the 
service  planning  component  of  the  study.  Ms  Kirschbaum  concluded  by  briefing  the  group  on  the 
design  and  service  planning  charrettes  being  planned  for  the  August  and  September  GCAC  meetings.  At 
the  July  meeting,  a question  was  raised  about  the  role  of  the  public  during  the  charrettes.  To  answer  this 
question,  Ms  Kirschbaum  consulted  with  Authority  staff  and  Vice  Char  Amber  Crabbe.  Collectively, 
they  determined  that  due  to  the  responsibilities  of  the  representative  body,  only  GCAC  members  may 
be  directly  involved  in  charrette  activities.  However,  the  public  will  be  invited  to  attend  and  observe, 
with  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  their  observations  at  the  close  of  each  session.  Chair  Bruce 
Balshone  asked  the  GCAC  to  confirm  attendance  at  the  August  session  to  determine  if  there  would  be  a 
quorum.  Ms  Kirschbaum  asked  for  a show  of  hands,  and  the  majority  showed  that  they  intended  to  be 
present  for  the  charrettes. 

2.  Recommend  New  GCAC  Member 

Julie  Kirschbaum  announced  the  resignation  of  GCAC  members  Michael  Gowe  and  Max  Lantz.  She 
also  announced  the  resignation  of  alternates  Loren  Lopin  and  Maria  Sousa.  Several  GCAC  members 
echoed  the  sentiments  of  Chair  Bruce  Balshone,  who  was  concerned  by  gaps  in  representation, 
particularly  youth  representation  and  representation  in  Japantown,  the  Western  Addition  and  Union 
Square  (Merchants  Association).  Mr.  Balshone  expressed  reservations  at  nominating  from  the  alternates 
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present,  explaining  that  both  Leslie  Clark  and  Diego  Sanchez  represent  the  Tenderloin  Neighborhood, 
which  is  already  represented  by  Amber  Crabbe.  Ms  Crabbe  clarified  that  she  represents  District  6 but  is 
outside  of  the  Tenderloin,  and  added  that  Mr  Clark  and  Mr  Sanchez  have  been  in  attendance  since 
appointed  as  alternates,  bring  a degree  of  diversity  to  the  committee,  and  should  be  recognized  for  their 
participation.  Ms  Bcrkovitz  suggested  that  her  daughter,  a Japantown  resident,  might  express  interest  in 
serving,  although  some  members  expressed  discomfort  with  a parent  and  sibling  serving  on  the 
committee  concurrently.  David  Heller  echoed  Bruce  Balshone’s  concerns,  indicating  that  Japantown 
representation  is  critical.  He  also  indicated  his  support  for  additional  involvement  from  business  people. 
Steve  Boland  also  agreed  with  a need  for  Japantown/ Western  Addition  representation,  and  commented 
that  the  biggest  design  issues  were  happening  in  this  neighborhood.  Bruce  Osterwcil  suggested  that  it 
might  be  easier  to  identify  youth  candidates  in  September,  once  school  is  back  in  session.  He  also  agreed 
to  contact  his  daughter  for  ideas  on  approaching  youth  who  might  be  interested  in  joining  the 
committee. 

At  the  request  of  the  members,  Julie  Kirschbaum  clarified  that  there  were  3 committee  slots  that  needed 
to  be  filled.  She  also  informed  the  committee  that  Leslie  Clark  has  the  added  perspective  of  seniors  and 
persons  with  disabilities.  David  Schafer  echoed  many  of  the  earlier  comments,  and  explained  that 
despite  the  impact  on  the  Inner  Geary,  the  majority  of  changes  along  the  corridor  would  be  occurring 
west  of  Van  Ness,  and  that  representation  from  the  Western  Addition  and  Japantown  is  lacking.  Diego 
Sanchez  commented  that  the  impacts  in  the  Tenderloin/Inner  Geary  should  not  be  overlooked,  and  that 
the  committee  should  examine  whether  they  are  representing  the  residential  and/or  business  interests  in 
the  Tenderloin  with  the  current  committee  make-up.  In  a related  comment,  Julie  Kirschbaum  reminded 
the  GCAC  that  the  Board  has  the  final  say  in  who  to  appoint.  The  previous  request  for  alternates  had 
emphasized  the  need  for  additional  diversity  and  representation  in  the  Tenderloin  and 
Japantown/Western  Addition.  Yet,  the  Board  did  not  appoint  a Japantown/Western  Addition  candidate. 
Ms  Kirschbaum  also  explained  that  since  the  Board  will  not  meet  in  August  and  an  open  call  must  be 
issued,  new  members  might  not  be  appointed  until  September  or  October.  Bruce  Osterweil  questioned 
whether  it  would  be  possible  to  return  to  the  original  pool  of  applicants.  Ms  Kirschbaum  confirmed 
that  the  original  applicant  pool  would  be  included,  but  reiterated  that  an  open  call  was  also  necessary. 
Andrew  Green  proposed  that  the  GCAC  continue  this  item  until  after  staff  had  had  an  opportunity  to 
issue  a call  for  new  alternates,  seconded  by  Steve  Ferrario.  The  motion  passed  with  7 in  favor,  2 apposed 
and  2 abstentions. 

3.  Approval  of  Minutes 

There  were  few  comments  on  the  minutes.  Bruce  Osterweil  corrected  the  roster  by  stating  that  he  was 
not  present  at  the  previous  meeting.  Amber  Crabbe  noted  a typing  error.  No  public  comment  was 
received  on  this  item.  Kate  White  moved  to  approve  the  minutes,  seconded  by  Aida  Berkovitz.  The 
motion  passed  with  9 in  favor  and  2 abstentions. 

4.  Review  Draft  Needs  Assessment  Report 

Ms  Kirschbaum  gave  a brief  presentation  projecting  several  slides  with  excerpts  and  summaries  of  key 
findings  depicted  in  the  draft  document.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  indicated  that  the  intended  audience  for  the 
executive  summary  is  the  public,  while  the  body  of  the  document  is  intended  for  those  seeking  more 
detailed,  technical  information.  She  asked  GCAC  members  to  concentrate  on  reviewing  the  Executive 
Summary  as  a first  priority,  followed  by  Chapter  8 (Transit  Operating  Conditions),  and  any  chapters  that 
appeal  to  their  specific  areas  of  interest.  Ms  Kirschbaum  asked  that  all  discussion  be  held  until  the  end 
of  her  presentation  except  for  clarification  of  specific,  minor  issues  or  discrepancies.  Following  the 
presentation,  Ms.  Kirschbaum  asked  for  clarifying  questions  and  big  picture  comments.  Committee 
members  had  until  August  19  to  submit  more  detailed  written  comments. 
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Clarification.  Regarding  the  graph  shown  on  page  iv,  Aida  Berkovitz  questioned  whether  it  was 
appropriate  to  compare  bus  speeds  and  auto  speeds,  given  that  a bus’  very  nature  is  to  stop  somewhat 
frequently.  Julie  Kirschbaum  indicated  that  the  consultant  team  was  currently  evaluating  transit  speeds 
without  dwell,  to  make  a more  direct  comparison  between  bus  and  auto  speeds.  Regarding  the  graph 
shown  on  page  v,  Mr  Schafer  questioned  whether  the  various  branches  of  the  38  were  considered.  Ms 
Kirschbaum  indicated  that  the  data  was  collected  at  33rd  Avenue,  where  the  three  branches  come 
together  to  address  this  concern. 

Regarding  the  presentation  of  parking  conditions  along  the  corridor,  Kate  White  asked  whether  this 
study  and  subsequent  studies  would  examine  the  time  drivers  spend  circling  the  area  seeking  parking. 
Julie  Kirschbaum  explained  that  there  were  not  currently  plans  to  do  this  type  of  analysis  because  of  a 
lack  of  resources. 

At  the  conclusion  of  Ms  Kirschbaum’s  presentation,  the  floor  was  opened  to  questions  from  GCAC 
members.  Bruce  Osterweil  began  by  asking  whether  the  study  corridor  was  bordered  by  Van  Ness  or  by 
Market.  Ms  Kirschbaum  confirmed  that  the  corridor  is  bordered  by  Market  Street  to  the  east,  and 
would  confirm  (and  correct,  where  necessary)  references  to  the  study  area  boarders  throughout  the  text. 
Mr  Osterweil  continued  by  stating  that  it  would  be  helpful  to  understand  the  origins  and  destinations  of 
transit  users,  but  was  concerned  with  the  demographics  and  destinations  of  auto  drivers  as  well. 
According  to  Ms  Kirschbaum,  such  information  would  be  described  by  the  outputs  from  the  travel 
demand  model  being  prepared  by  the  Authority. 

Impact  on  side  streets.  David  Schafer,  a self-proclaimed  former  driver,  expressed  his  concern  for  traffic 
impacts  on  side  streets  as  new  service  begins  to  form  on  Geary,  as  well  as  some  of  the  parallel  streets 
that  might  take  on  additional  traffic.  Many  of  the  side  streets  are  residential,  and  service  changes  would 
likely  affect  the  safety  and  environment  experienced  by  families  and  children.  Mr.  Schaefer  also  indicated 
that  the  current  signal  retiming  was  leading  to  auto  diversions  onto  Anza. 

Crowding.  Mr.  Schafer  stated  that  despite  the  data  showing  that  very  few  buses  are  technically  crowded, 
riders,  including  him,  perceive  buses  to  be  crowded  during  most  rides.  Ms  Kirschbaum  agreed  that  the 
buses  feel  very  crowded  to  passengers,  although  most  passenger  loads  are  below  the  planning  capacity 
of  an  articulated  bus.  Steve  Boland  asked  for  clarification  regarding  what  passenger  volumes  would 
imply  crowding.  Julie  Kirschbaum  indicated  that  the  planning  capacity  of  an  articulated  vehicle  is  94 
passengers;  significant  crowding  was  defined  as  loads  that  exceeded  80  passengers,  which  is  85%  of  the 
planning  capacity.  She  further  explained  that  the  observations  were  taken  at  the  peak  load  point,  which  is 
where  the  number  of  passengers  is  highest. 

Bruce  Osterweil  added  that  crowding,  although  not  constant,  is  still  a big  issue,  while  David  Schafer  said 
he  and  many  others  often  stand  on  the  bus  all  the  way  downtown.  Amber  Crabbe  added  bunching  as  a 
significant  issue,  and  further  wondered  if  there  were  methods  of  representing  the  proportion  of  people 
who  experience  the  buses  as  crowded  rather  than  relying  solely  on  the  quantitative  data.  Julie 
Kirschbaum  acknowledged  that  bunching  contributed  to  the  crowding  problem,  because  it  caused 
uneven  loads.  She  also  reiterated  some  points  from  her  presentation,  and  offered  that  the  disconnect 
between  the  data  and  the  perceptions  might  also  be  caused  by  the  prevalence  of  riders  hovering  around 
the  front  and  rear  doors,  and  could  be  exacerbated  by  the  length  of  time  passengers  might  have  to 
stand.  She  offered  that  BRT  service  could  help  to  alleviate  this  problem,  through  strategies  such  as 
multi-door  boarding.  She  concluded  by  asking  for  additional  feedback  in  people’s  written  comments  on 
how  to  better  convey  the  crowding  problem. 

Parking.  David  Schafer  inquired  about  the  role  of  angled  parking  on  side  streets.  Julie  Kirschbaum  stated 
that  the  design  process  was  about  to  get  underway,  and  would  likely  consider  angled  paring  on  the  side 
streets.  She  also  indicated  that  angled  parking  is  commonly  used  as  part  of  a traffic  calming  scheme. 
David  Heller  commented  that  the  business  community  would  not  support  additional  metered  parking  or 
increased  meter  costs.  He  also  expressed  a desire  for  the  BRT  plans  to  minimize  parking  loss.  Bruce 
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Osterweil  presented  an  opposing  view,  by  advocating  for  the  designs  to  maximize  parking  loss,  to  reduce 
the  prevalence  of  cars  on  the  corridor  and  increase  bus  travel  speeds. 

Process  and  progress.  Steve  Ferrario  asked  for  a description  of  where  this  report  stands  in  the  study 
process,  and  how  this  information  would  be  used — whether  to  gather  additional  support  or  funds  from 
federal  and  state  agencies.  Julie  Kirschbaum  explained  that  this  report  was  an  interim  effort  and  would 
be  included  in  the  final  report  as  a technical  appendix.  Its  primary  purpose  was  to  provide  a foundation 
for  the  next  steps,  which  will  include  developing  conceptual  designs  and  service  plans.  It  identifies 
specific  needs  for  various  areas  along  the  corridor  and  will  help  the  Authority,  consultants,  and 
stakeholders  to  understand  how  different  aspects  of  BRT  can  improve  the  existing  conditions.  Steve 
Ferrario  also  asked  about  the  cost  of  the  study.  Julie  Kirschbaum  estimated  that  preparation  of  the 
document  took  about  ’/,  of  the  budget,  or  approximately  $200,000,  including  public  workshops,  data 
collections  and  associated  activities. 

Kate  White  suggested  that  Authority  staff  invite  decision-makers  to  come  and  speak  about  funding 
plans  and  other  related  issues  on  Geary,  so  the  GCAC  can  support/advocate  for  these  efforts.  Bruce 
Balshone  asked  staff  to  comment  on  the  weight  of  the  document  within  the  context  of  Ms  White’s 
suggestion,  and  to  explain  how  environmental  approvals  such  as  CEQA  will  be  addressed.  Tilly  Chang, 
Deputy  Director  for  Planning,  explained  that  the  project,  once  finalized,  would  be  submitted  to  the 
SFCTA  Board  for  approval.  Once  the  project  is  set  for  implementation,  it  will  be  subjected  to 
environmental  review  under  CEQA  (California  Environmental  Quality  Act)  and  NEPA  (National 
Environmental  Policy  Act). 

Public  Comment.  With  no  further  questions  from  committee  members,  Bruce  Balshone  opened  the  item 
up  for  public  comment.  After  a show  of  hands,  each  person  was  granted  3 minutes  to  make  any 
comments  or  pose  questions. 

Roger  Bazeley  suggested  that  merchants  be  contacted  to  determine  their  customer  base  in  order  to  get  a 
better  understanding  of  the  mode  choice  and  demographics  of  persons  coming  to  the  area.  He 
cautioned  against  wording  in  clauses  for  items  such  as  parking,  citing  recent  discussion  on  the  MUTCD 
manual  where  it  was  determined  that  use  of  particular  language  might  have  very  different  impacts.  He 
indicated  that  bus  bunching  will  be  an  issue,  when  designing  the  transit  signal  priority.  Finally,  he 
encouraged  the  committee  to  support  aspects  of  BRT  that  truly  approximate  light  rail  service,  such  as  a 
center/ median  alignment,  in  order  to  maximize  benefits  from  BRT  service. 

Norm  Rolfe  encouraged  the  Authority  to  undertake  a thorough  and  fair  economic  impact  analysis  over 
20-30  years.  He  expressed  concerns  that  a typical  cost-benefit  analysis  would  not  take  into  account 
long-term  operating  costs  of  buses,  citing  labor  costs  for  more  bus  operators  due  to  passenger  loads,  the 
rising  costs  of  diesel  fuel,  and  electricity’s  lack  of  dependency  on  fossil  fuels.  Mr  Rolfe  also  encouraged 
the  Authority  to  ensure  use  of  a fair  discount  rate,  and  to  evaluate  the  true  costs  and  true  benefits  when 
using  a cost-benefit  analysis.  Eric  Carlson  echoed  many  of  Mr  Rolfe’s  comments  with  respect  to 
operating  costs.  He  added  that  Geary  Boulevard  needs  revitalization  spurred  through  a good  public 
transit  project  and  associated  benefits.  Julie  Kirschbaum  commented  that  the  impact  analysis  will  focus 
on  the  measures  of  evaluation  that  correspond  to  the  goals  developed  by  the  GCAC. 

Jackie  Sachs  asked  that  the  Authority  confirm  the  ridership  figures,  suggesting  that  the  50,000  daily 
boardings  came  from  a 1990  statistic.  She  surmising  that  current  ridership  is  likely  closer  to  75,000 
boardings  per  day.  She  suggested  that  future  efforts  confirm  that  ridership  profiles  include  school 
children,  seniors,  and  others  who  might  not  typically  be  counted  in  daily  commute  trips.  She 
complemented  the  project  team  on  efforts  at  public  outreach  at  the  bus  shelter,  but  urged  the  group  to 
develop  a “take-one”  for  on-board  passengers. 
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5.  Next  Meeting  - August  25,  2005 

The  Geary  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  will  next  meet  on  August  25,  2005  from  6:00  to  8:00  in  the 
Authority’s  conference  room  at  100  Van  Ness  Avenue,  25th  Floor. 


6.  Public  Comment 

Chair  Bruce  Balshone  opened  the  meeting  to  general  public  comment;  however,  no  general  public 
comments  were  received. 


7.  Adjourn. 

Amber  Crabbe  moved  to  adjourn  the  meeting,  seconded  by  David  Heller.  The  meeting  adjourned  just 
after  7:30pm. 
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^ Geary  Citizens  Advisory  Committee 
Meeting  13 


Date:  6:00  p.m.,  Thursday,  August  25,  2005 

Location:  100  Van  Ness  Avenue,  25th  Floor 


6:00  1.  Introductions /Study  Updates  - INFORMATION 

Vice  Chair  Amber  Crabbe  will  call  role  and  introduce  agency  staff.  Subsequently, 
Authority  staff  will  provide  a brief  study  update  to  apprise  committee  members  of  key 
project  work  since  the  last  meeting. 

6:10  2.  Approval  of  Minutes  — ACTION  * 


6:15  3. 


'I 


/or 


6:30  4. 


7:45  5. 


6. 


Filling  of  Vacancies  on  the  GCAC  — INFORMATION  * 

We  are  issuing  a call  for  applications  to  fill  vacancies  on  the  Geary  Citizens  Advisory 
Committee  (GCAC).  The  application  period  will  run  from  August  30  through 
September  30.  Despite  the  initial  concerns,  attaining  quorum  and  inclusivity  has  not 
been  a problem.  Given  that  all  members  of  Authority-advisory  groups  arc  appointed 
directly  by  the  Board,  and  that  neither  the  advisory  groups  themselves  nor  staff  are 
asked  to  opine  on  committee  membership  or  structure,  we  intend  to  bring  a candidate 
pool  to  the  Board  in  October,  with  a recommendation  that  it  eliminate  the  alternate 
scats  on  the  GCAC  and  add  2 to  4 permanent  scats.  We  axe  seeking  review  of  the 
Authority’s  Revised  Procedures  for  Selecting  New  Members  to  the  GCAC. 

Design  and  Service  Planning  C barrette  (Part  1 of  2)  — INFORMATION 

The  Geary  Project  Team  has  dedicated  August  and  September  to  working  iteratively  with 
the  GCAC  to  develop  the  conceptual  physical  designs  and  service  plans  for  the  Geary 
Corridor  BRT  Project  In  Part  1,  the  Project  Team  will  present  the  service  plan  concepts 
and  working  designs  for  Geary  Boulevard  west  of  Collins  Avenue.  In  Part  2,  the  Project 
Team  will  present  the  working  designs  for  the  Masonic  Intersection  and  the  Geary 
Expressway.  Service  planning  issues,  such  as  stop  location  and  service  span,  will  also  be 
addressed  at  the  second  charrette.  The  larger  community  will  have  an  opportunity  to 
provide  input  into  the  conceptual  designs  and  service  plans  at  the  second  set  of  public 
workshops  to  take  place  in  fail  2005  (tentatively  slated  for  November).  We  are  seeking 
input  on  the  conceptual  design  and  service  planning  work  currently  underway. 

Next  Meeting  - September  22,  2005 
Public  Comment 


8:00  7.  Adjourn 


* Materials  attached. 


+ Materials  to  be  provided  at  the  meeting. 


This  meeting  location  is  accessible  to  people  who  use  wheelchairs.  In  order  to  allow  individuals  with  environmental 
illness  or  multiple  chemical  sensitivity  to  attend  the  meeting,  individuals  are  requested  to  refrain  from  wearing 
perfirme  or  other  scented  products.  All  rimes  shown  are  for  information  only.  Items  will  be  called  at  the  discretion 
of  the  Chair. 


If  you  prefer  receiving  future  agendas  via  email  instead  of  regular  mail, 
please  send  your  request  to  Itriie_huCTchbaum@sfcta.org 


Draft  Minutes 


-gGeary  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  DOCUMENTS  DEPT 

Meeting  13:  Thursday,  August  25,  2005 

NOV  2 9 2005 

The  meeting  began  at  6:08  PM.  SAN  FRANCISCO 

PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

Present  were  the  following  members:  Aida  Berkovitz,  Steve  Boland,  Amber  Crabbe,  Steve  Ferrario, 

Andrew  Green,  David  Heller,  Brian  Larkin,  Michael  Louie,  Leslie  Clark  (alternate),  Jean  Fraser 
(Alternate),  Diego  Sanchez  (Alternate),  Suzanne  Tucker  (Alternate). 

Absent:  Bruce  Balshone,  Bruce  Osterweil,  David  Schaefer,  and  Kate  White 

Transportation  Authority:  Julie  Kirschbaum  (Senior  Transportation  Planner),  Tilly  Chang  (Deputy 
Director  for  Planning,  Jose  Luis  Moscovich  (Executive  Director) 

1.  Introductions 

Amber  Crabbe,  Vice  Chair,  opened  the  meeting  and  called  role.  Agency  staff  present  included:  Julie 
Kirschbaum  (SFCTA),  Jose  Luis  Moscovich  (SCFTA),  Tilly  Chang  (SFCTA),  Darton  Ito  (MTA),  Peter 
Straus  (MTA),  Kevin  Keck  (MTA),  and  Ken  Rich  (Planning).  Consultant  team  members  from  ROMA 
Design  Group  and  DKS  Associates  were  also  present.  Julie  Kirschbaum  from  the  Authority  provided 
an  update  on  the  study  progress,  including  an  update  on  the  Geary  Multilingual  Outreach  Grant.  She 
also  updated  the  group  on  early  workshop  planning  and  the  design  and  service  planning  work,  including 
the  Inner  Geary  design  project. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes 

Committee  members  did  not  have  comments  on  this  item.  The  Vice  Chair  took  public  comment  on  this 
item.  Norman  Rolfe  pointed  out  miscommunications  in  his  comments  related  to  economic  analysis  on 
Page  4.  Fie  suggested  deleting  “impact”  between  economic  impact  analysis.  He  also  cautioned  against 
using  traditional  highway  methods  for  economic  analysis.  Roger  Bazeley  clarified  his  comment  on  Page  4 
related  to  specific  wording  of  solutions.  Rather  than  using  parking  as  an  example,  he  suggested  using 
“ladder  crosswalks.”  Steve  Ferrario  moved  to  approve  the  minutes,  seconded  by  Brian  Larkin.  The 
motion  passed  unanimously. 

3.  Filling  Vacancies  on  the  GCAC 

Jose  Luis  Moscovich,  Executive  Director,  presented  this  item.  In  his  discussion,  he  emphasized  that  it  is 
not  Authority  policy  to  have  citizen  advisory  groups  opine  on  committee  membership  or  structure.  He 
further  explained  that  all  future  GCAC  appointments  would  be  made  by  the  Board  and  that  staff  would 
issue  a call  for  new  members  on  August  30  to  close  on  September  30.  As  part  of  the  subsequent  memo 
to  the  Board,  staff  will  suggest  the  elimination  of  alternates  and  the  expansion  of  the  committee  size. 
Suzanne  Tucker  asked  if  current  alternates  would  be  considered  for  permanent  membership.  Jose  Luis 
Moscovich  indicated  that  the  existing  alternates  would  be  forwarded  to  the  board  as  potential 
candidates.  David  Pleller  asked  if  it  would  be  possible  to  get  more  merchants  on  the  committee.  Mr. 
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Moscovich  indicated  that  membership  selection  would  be  made  bv  the  Board  and  indicated  that  as  staff, 
he  would  not  comment  on  the  quality  of  the  current  members.  He  suggested  that  Mr.  Heller  meet  with 
Board  members  directly  if  he  wished  to  advocate  for  more  merchant  representation. 

Aida  Berkovitz  asked  it  increasing  the  number  of  members  would  increase  the  number  needed  for 
quorum.  Mr.  Moscovich  indicated  that  it  would.  Suzanne  Tucker  expressed  concern  about  the  time 
commitment,  but  her  concerns  were  addressed  when  Ms.  Kirschbaum  explained  that  up  to  4 meetings 
could  be  missed  in  a 12-month  period.  Diego  Sanchez  asked  if  staff  would  promote  the  existing 
alternates  as  first  choice  for  membership.  Jose  Luis  Moscovich  repeated  that  staff  would  not  make  a 
recommendation  on  this  item,  but  that  the  memo  would  indicate  the  commitment  and  contribution  that 
existing  alternates  have  already  made  to  the  process. 

Steve  Ferrario  asked  how  long  into  the  future  the  GCAC  would  meet.  Mr.  Moscovich  indicated  that  the 
GCAC  was  specific  to  the  study,  which  is  expected  to  be  completed  in  Summer  2005.  Steve  Boland 
asked  how  many  additional  spaces  staff  planned  to  recommend.  Mr.  Moscovich  indicated  four.  Steve 
Ferrario  asked  if  the  quorum  would  remain  at  10,  even  if  members  resigned.  Moscovich  indicated  that 
staff  would  continue  to  recruit  new  members,  but  was  hopeful  that  the  existing  membership  would 
remain  strong  to  promote  continuity. 

The  Vice  Chair  took  public  comment  on  this  item.  Roger  Bazelev  indicated  that  he  supports  the  political 
separation  discussed  by  Mr.  Moscovich.  He  expressed  support  for  more  corridor  level  representation, 
including  small  businesses.  He  also  expressed  concern  about  representation  of  school  children.  Jackie 
Saches  commented  that  there  were  over  60  applicants  for  the  last  round  of  alternates  and  asked  if  past 
applicants  would  be  considered.  Jose  Luis  indicated  that  past  applicants  would  be  considered. 

Following  public  comment,  David  Heller  expressed  concern  about  the  potential  impacts  of  the  project 
on  local  businesses.  Cala  Foods  recendy  indicated  that  they  would  not  .sign  a new  lease  and  Cafe  Riggio 
is  also  leaving.  He  requested  that  staff  be  careful  about  how  the  study  is  presented  to  minimize 
miscommunication  with  merchants.  Jose  Luis  Moscovich  requested  that  he  and  Mr.  Heller  meet  to 
address  these  concerns  and  identify  strategies  for  disseminating  information  to  the  business  communin'. 

4.  Design  and  Service  Planning  Charrette  (Part  1 of  2) 

Julie  Kirschbaum  presented  the  service  planning  options  and  Boris  Dramov  from  ROMA  Design 
Group  described  the  physical  design  options  for  the  Richmond  segments  of  the  Geary  Corridor.  The 
GCAC  provided  both  general  comments  and  comments  specific  to  each  alternative. 

General  Comments 

■ The  local  and  BRT  vehicles  should  be  clearly  distinguishable  from  each  other. 

■ Consideration  should  be  given  to  mixing  physical  design  options  along  the  length  of  the  corridor  to 
respond  to  adjacent  conditions. 

■ The  skip  stop  service  is  questionable  since  it  will  be  slower  than  the  existing  Limited  service. 

■ Left  turns  should  be  limited  along  the  corridor. 

■ There  may  not  be  room  for  trees  if  the  existing  12.5-foot  sidewalks  are  not  widened. 

■ Tall  trees  are  appropriate  to  give  scale  and  to  avoid  conflicts  with  transit  vehicles. 

■ frees  will  create  conflicts  with  overhead  wires  on  electric  buses  or  light  rail  vehicles. 

■ Parking  impacts  need  to  be  carefully  evaluated  for  all  three  alternatives. 

■ The  best  option  is  the  one  that  removes  the  least  amount  of  parking  and  provides  the  fastest  transit 
service. 
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An  option  that  maintains  the  diagonal  parking  and  reduces  vehicular  traffic  to  one  lane  should  be 
explored. 

What  vehicles  are  being  considered?  Trolley  buses  eliminate  the  possibility  of  passing. 


Option  1 : Side  Running 

■ The  key  advantage  of  this  option  is  that  it  represents  the  least  amount  of  change,  and  would 
probably  be  the  least  costly. 

■ ‘‘I  like  the  bus  passing  approach  and  the  combined  curbside  stops”. 

■ This  option  does  not  address  any  of  the  goals  of  the  study,  because  bus  travel  times  will  be  too  slow. 

■ Since  the  stop  lengths  on  this  option  are  significantly  longer  than  the  existing  stops,  a considerable 
number  of  parking  spaces  will  be  lost. 

■ If  the  skip  stop  service  is  used,  the  bulb-outs  for  the  curbside  local  stops  could  be  shorter  and  less 
parking  would  be  lost. 

■ The  side  running  alternative  will  require  strict  enforcement  against  double  parking. 


Option  2:  Center  Running/Contraflow 

■ This  option  works  well  for  buses  with  left-hand  doors,  and  for  future  rail.  Consider  purchasing  left- 
door  vehicles  initially.  Contraflow  operations  create  weaving  conditions  at  the  left  hand  turns. 

■ The  weave  at  left  turns  could  be  eliminated  if  the  landscaped  portion  of  the  median  was  eliminated 
at  particular  segments. 

■ “I  lean  toward  this  option,  but  I like  the  third  one  as  well.” 

■ “I  like  the  “chicanes”  that  are  created  by  the  weaves  in  this  option,  as  they  will  slow  down  traffic. 

■ The  center  platform  of  this  option  is  wider  than  the  side  islands  of  Option  3,  and  would  feel  more 
natural  with  people  viewing  other  people  and  the  stores  across  the  street. 

■ The  principal  disadvantage  of  the  contraflow  option  is  that  it  would  preclude  bus  passing,  and  result 
in  bus  bunching.  ITow  would  buses  pass  other  buses  experiencing  breakdowns? 

■ Parking  will  be  vastly  reduced  in  this  option. 

■ Because  of  the  contra-flow  bus  traffic,  there  will  be  safety  concerns  for  pedestrians,  particularly  for 
“jay”  walkers. 

■ The  low  center  platform  of  this  option  may  feel  awkward. 


Option  3:  Center  Running/Side  Islands 

■ This  is  the  best  multi-modal  design.  It  is  the  most  natural  for  drivers,  pedestrians,  transit  patrons. 

■ This  alternative  seems  to  have  the  least  impact  on  curbside  parking.  Prohibiting  left  turns  will 
reduce  the  parking  loss  further. 

■ This  is  the  “cleanest”  alternative;  it  results  in  the  least  conflicts.  It  reduces  the  scale  of  one  wide  six- 
lane  street  to  two  narrower  streets.  It  improves  the  “feel”  of  the  street. 
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■ The  side  platforms  are  narrow  and  “sandwiched”  between  vehicular  and  bus  traffic.  Transit  patrons 
will  have  their  backs  to  the  traffic,  and  may  feel  vulnerable. 

■ Mid-block  stops  in  this  option  may  encourage  “jay”  walking. 

■ At  left  turns,  the  walking  distance  from  curb  to  median  refuge  may  be  as  much  as  four  lanes  (2 
traffic  and  2 bus)  plus  the  width  of  a right-turn  lane  where  one  occurs.  This  is  excessive. 

Following  GCAC  comments,  the  Vice  Chair  took  public  comment  and  received  the  following  additional 

feedback: 

■ Rescue  AIL  'NI  supports  the  center  running/side  island  design  over  the  other  two;  its  only 
disadvantage  is  that  waiting  transit  patrons  at  bus  stops  will  have  their  backs  to  the  vehicular  traffic, 
but  design  solutions  can  mitigate  this. 

■ Option  3 (center  running/ side  island)  provides  the  best  opportunity'  to  create  a new  scale  and 
“flavor”  for  Geary.  It  provides  the  best  opportunity'  for  landscape;  it  offers  more  diversity'  and 
“human  scale”.  It  could  revive  the  whole  corridor. 

■ Have  bicyxles  been  considered  in  any  of  the  options? 

■ This  option  does  not  work  because  there  would  be  too  many  conflicts  between  buses  and  double- 
parked  vehicles. 

■ Left  turns  will  work  on  this  alternative,  like  the  ones  on  the  Embarcadero,  which  work  well. 

■ It  is  good  that  you  are  considering  the  dynamic  envelop  of  LRT  vehicles 

■ Local  and  BRT  service  should  be  operated  in  the  busway'.  This  is  the  best  way  to  isolate  transit  from 
traffic.  However,  it  would  not  work  for  future  LRT  service. 

■ Do  designs  increase  sidewalk  width? 

■ Diagonal  parking  will  not  work  on  the  side  streets;  there  is  not  enough  room. 


5.  Next  Meeting  - September  22,  2005 

Julie  Kirschbaum  requested  a longer  meeting  for  September  to  address  the  design  principles,  as  well  as 
the  more  complex  design  issues  around  Masonic  and  Fillmore.  She  suggested  either  6:00  to  9:00  or  5:00 
to  8:00.  Suzanne  Tucker  suggested  modifying  the  presentation  style,  using  PowerPoint  or  handouts. 
Michael  Louie  suggested  having  the  designs  up  before  the  meeting,  to  allow  people  to  look  them  over. 
Suzanne  Tucker  moved  that  the  meeting  run  from  5:30  to  8:30,  seconded  by  Amber  Crabbe.  The 
motion  passed  with  one  apposed  and  one  abstention. 

The  Geary  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  will  next  meet  on  September  22,  2005  from  5:30  to  8:30  in  the 
Authority’s  conference  room  at  100  Van  Ness  Avenue,  25th  Floor. 


6.  Public  Comment 

Nice  Chair  Amber  Crabbe  opened  the  meeting  to  general  public  comment.  Roger  Bazeley 
complemented  the  presentation.  Subsequently,  he  emphasized  the  need  for  linear  straight-aways  to 
maximize  speeds,  wider  stop  spacing  and  the  possibility  of  local  bus  loops  or  a related  approach  to  local 
bus  service.  I le  also  indicated  his  support  for  smart  cards  and  pre-pay  waiting  areas.  He  concluded  by 
suggesting  that  staff  look  at  existing  parking  garages  as  opportunities  to  ameliorate  parking  loss.  Norm 
Rolfe  provided  further  comments  on  the  importance  of  a sound  economic  analysis.  He  suggested  that 
staff  use  net  present  value  for  a 20  to  30  year  period  and  consider  lifccy’cle  costs,  including  depreciation 
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and  operating  costs.  He  pointed  out  that  rail  vehicles  cost  more,  but  last  longer.  He  speculated  that  if 
done  fairly,  the  analysis  would  prove  that  rail  is  more  cost  effective.  Jackie  Sachs  asked  when  the 
Authority  was  scheduled  to  move  upstairs.  Staff  indicated  that  the  move  was  likely  to  happen  this  fall, 
but  that  the  next  meeting  would  still  be  on  the  25th  floor. 


7.  Adjourn. 

Suzanne  Tucker  moved  to  adjourn  the  meeting,  seconded  by  Michael  Louie. 
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Date;  5:30  pm  to  8:30  pm,  Thursday,  September  22,  2005 

Location:  100  Van  Ness  Avenue,  25th  Floor 

5:30  1.  Introductions/Study  Updates  - INFORMATION 
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Chair  Bruce  Baishonc  'will  caJJ  role  and  introduce  agency  staff  and  consultants. 
Subsequently,  Authority  staff  will  provide  a brief  study  update  to  apprise  committee 
members  of  key  project  work  since  the  last  meeting.  The  update  will  include  information 
on  the  times  and  locations  for  the  November  public  workshops. 

5:40  2.  Approval  of  Minutes  - ACTION  + 

5:45  3.  Design  Principles  and  Guidelines  - ACTION* 


The  Project  Team  has  developed  a scries  of  principles  and  related  guidelines  to  help 
shape  the  conceptual  designs  and  service  plans  for  the  Geary  BRT  study.  The  principles 
and  guidelines  are  consistent  with  the  project  study  goals  and  are  intended  to  articulate 
the  design  priorities  that  should  be  consistent  across  alternatives.  In  some  cases,  they 
also  articulate  minimum  design  standards  (c.g.,  minimum  platform  width).  The  design 
principles/guidclines  address  a variety  of  issues  including:  busway  and  station  design, 
identity,  service  planning,  traffic  signals,  sustainability,  neighborhood  access,  and  the 
pedestrian  environment.  Wc  are  seeking  a motion  to  approve  the  design  principles 
and  guidelines  for  the  Geary  Corridor  BRT  Study. 

6:30  4.  Design  and  Service  Planning  Charrette  (Part  2 of  2)  - INFORMATION 

The  Geary  Project  Team  has  dedicated  August  and  September  to  working  iteratively  with 
the  GCAC  to  develop  the  conceptual  physical  designs  and  service  plans  for  the  Geary 
Corridor  BRT  Project.  In  Parc  1,  the  Project  Team  presented  the  service  plan  concepts  and 
working  designs  for  Geary  Boulevard  west  of  Collins  Avenue.  In  Part  2,  the  Project  Team 
will  present  the  working  designs  for  the  Masonic  intersection,  and  the  Geary  Expressway 
(including  the  Fillmore  intersection).  The  larger  community  will  have  an  opportunity  to 
provide  input  into  the  conceptual  designs  and  service  plans  at  the  second  set  of  public 
workshops  to  take  place  in  November  2005.  Wc  are  seeking  input  on  the  conceptual 
designs  currently  under  development. 


8:15  5.  Next  Meeting  - October  27,  2005 

6.  Public  Comment 

8:30  7.  Adjourn 


* Materials 


attached. 


+ Materials  to  be  provided  at  the  meeting. 

This  meeting  location  is  accessible  to  people  who  use  wheelchairs.  In  order  to  allow  individuals  with  environmental 
illness  or  multiple  chemical  sensitivity  to  attend  the  meeting,  individuals  are  requested  to  refrain  from  wearing 
perfume  or  other  scented  products.  All  times  shown  are  for  information  only.  Items  will  be  called  at  the  discretion 
of  the  Chair. 


If  you  prefer  receiving  future  agendas  via  email  instead  of  regular  mail, 
please  send  your  request  to  julie_Kirschbaum@sfctn.org 
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NOV  2 9 2005 


The  meeting  began  at  5:40  PM. 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


Present  were  the  following  members:  Bruce  Balshone,  Steve  Boland,  Amber  Crabbe,  Steve  Ferrario, 
David  Heller,  Brian  Larkin,  David  Schaefer,  Kate  White,  Leslie  Clark  (alternate),  Jean  Fraser  (Alternate), 
Diego  Sanchez  (Alternate),  and  Suzanne  Tucker  (Alternate). 

Absent:  Aida  Berkovitz,  Andrew  Green,  Michael  Louie,  and  Bruce  Osterweil. 


Transportation  Authority:  [ulie  Kirschbaum  (Senior  Transportation  Planner),  Tilly  Chang  (Deputy 
Director  for  Planning 


1.  Introductions/Study  Updates 

Bruce  Balshone,  Chair,  opened  the  meeting  and  called  role.  Agency  staff  present  included:  Julie 
Kirschbaum  (SFCTA),  Tilly  Chang  (SFCTA),  Bill  Lieberman  (MTA),  Darton  Ito  (MTA),  Peter  Straus 
(MTA),  Javad  Mirabdal  (MTA),  and  Ken  Rich  (Planning).  Consultant  team  members  from  ROMA 
Design  Group  and  DKS  Associates  were  also  present.  Julie  Kirschbaum  from  the  Authority  provided 
an  update  on  the  study  progress,  including  an  update  on  the  Geary  Multilingual  Outreach  Grant.  She 
indicated  that  staff  was  in  the  process  of  identifying  CBO  partners  and  that  the  Authority  Board 
approved  $20K  in  Prop  K matching  funds.  She  told  the  GCAC  that  she  had  met  with  Muni’s 
Accessibility  Advisory  Committee  (MAAC)  and  that  Authority  Executive  Director,  Jose  Luis  Moscovich, 
met  with  GCAC  member  David  Heller  and  PAR  president  Ron  Miguel.  Per  Jean  Fraser’s  request,  Ms. 
Kirschbaum  circulated  a SPL^R  newsletter  article  that  focused  on  the  need  for  faster  more  cost  effective 
transit  service.  She  also  updated  the  group  on  workshop  planning  and  circulated  tentative  workshop 
dates.  Amber  Crabbe  commented  that  one  of  the  workshop  dates  was  scheduled  for  Election  Day  and 
should  be  changed. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes 

The  minutes  from  the  August  25  meeting  were  circulated  at  the  meeting.  To  allow  time  for  a more 
thorough  review,  Committee  members  opted  to  table  this  item  until  the  next  meeting. 

3.  Design  Principles  and  Guidelines 

[ulie  Kirschbaum  presented  this  item,  explaining  that  the  principles  and  guidelines  are  consistent  with 
the  project  study  goals  and  are  intended  to  articulate  the  design  priorities  that  should  be  addressed 
across  alternatives.  Measures  of  evaluation  are  also  under  development  that  are  tied  to  the  goals  and  will 
be  used  to  evaluate  between  alternatives.  In  some  instances,  exceptions  will  need  to  be  made  to  the 
design  principles,  but  this  should  only  happen  after  significant  consideration.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  also 
indicated  that  a few  areas  were  still  under  development  (e.g.,  span  of  service)  and  suggested  that  the 
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GCAC  postpone  action  on  this  item.  She  also  indicated  that  she  had  received  several  comments  by  email 
or  fax. 

Suzanne  Tucker  asked  for  further  explanation  on  “reinvest  travel  time  savings  back  into  transit  service.” 
Steve  asked  for  clarification  on  pedestrian  phase  recall.  Jean  Fraser  expressed  concern  that 
accommodating  GGT  in  the  busway  would  slow  down  the  BRT  service,  especially  since  GGT  does  not 
serve  destinations  within  San  Francisco.  Tilly  Chang  explained  that  at  current  service  levels,  GGT  would 
not  impact  BRT.  She  also  explained  that  GGT  benefited  San  Francisco  passengers  bv  increasing  regional 
transit  and  reducing  regional  auto  trips. 

Amber  Crabbe  suggested  adding,  “accommodate  safe  bicycle  access,”  to  the  section  on  Neighborhood 
Access.  A committee  member  commented  that  maintaining  on-street  parking  should  be  a lower  priority 
than  other  principles.  Suzanne  Tucker  responded  that  maintaining  parking  was  important.  Kate  White 
suggested  changing  “minimize  auto-bus  conflicts”  to  “separate  buses  from  car  traffic  wherever 
possible.”  Steve  Boland  expressed  concern  about  the  pedestrian  environment  and  asked  how  many  lanes 
of  traffic  pedestrians  currendy  have  to  cross.  ]ulie  Kirschbaum  indicated  that  most  of  the  corridor  is  6 
lanes  wide.  Bruce  Balshone  commented  that  articulated  buses  are  quite  long.  Julie  Kirschbaum  indicated 
that  it  is  unlikely  that  the  study  will  consider  smaller  vehicles,  given  that  there  is  so  much  demand  on  the 
corridor. 

The  Chair  took  public  comment  on  this  item.  Roger  Bazeley  indicated  that  the  design  principles  had 
good  coverage.  He  also  commented  that  removing  significant  parking  would  hurt  businesses.  Mr. 
Bazeley  suggested  the  study  team  consider  pigment  as  a more  cost  effective  alternative  to  paint  for  the 
designated  lanes.  He  expressed  support  for  enhanced  crosswalks  and  encouraged  staff  to  work  with 
local  merchants  to  think  about  ways  to  strengthen  Geary’s  identity’.  He  also  suggested  that  the  study 
team  consider  triple  articulated  buses. 

Andrew  Sullivan  from  Rescue  Muni  expressed  support  for  rail  ready  designs  that  can  be  upgraded  easily 
(e.g.,  clearances  and  platforms  suitable  for  rail).  He  suggested  rewording  the  existing  principle  to  “easily 
convertible  to  light  rail.”  He  suggested  eliminating  the  side  running  alternative  because  it  is  not  rail 
ready.  Arthur  Michel  commented  that  the  primary  purpose  of  the  project  is  to  offer  faster  transit  service 
and  that  slow  transit  is  a key  factor  in  people’s  decision  to  drive.  He  also  expressed  support  for  proof  of 
payment,  and  suggested  that  cash  fares  be  prohibited  at  stops  with  ticket  vending  machines  to  avoid 
service  being  slowed  bv  cash  collections.  In  addition,  he  suggested  minimizing  cross  traffic  obstructions 
(e.g.,  through  signal  priority')  as  a design  principle. 

Linda  Jofuku  from  the  Japantown  Task  Force  suggested  adding  cultural  and  linguistic  specific  signage  at 
key  stations  (e.g.,  Kanji  in  Japantown).  Alex  Prodon  suggested  closing  off  cross  streets  to  minimize  the 
impacts  of  cross  traffic.  He  also  suggested  converting  some  side  streets  to  one  way  streets  and  adding 
angled  parking  to  offset  parking  loss.  Bruce  Balshone  requested  that  staff  circulate  email  comments  to 
the  GCAC.  Rcmi  Tan  from  the  SPUR  Sustainability  Committee  expressed  support  for  the  sustainability 
principles  and  suggested  that  new  vehicles  be  hybrid  or  bio-diesel. 

4.  Design  and  Service  Planning  Charrette  (Part  2 of  2) 

Julie  Kirschbaum  presented  the  options  for  the  Masonic  and  Fillmore  area.  Boris  Dramov  added 
comments  on  details  of  the  plans.  The  exhibits  included  the  following: 

Masonic  Area  (Collins  to  Baker) 

■ Fxisting  conditions:  Transit  on  service  roads  in  mixed  flow  traffic,  vehicular  underpass 

■ Option  1 : Dedicated  bus  lanes  on  service  roads  with  center  surface  bus  plaza  (all  38,  43  GGT  lines), 
vehicular  underpass  below 
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■ Option  2:  Center  busway  and  station  in  tunnel  for  Geary  buses,  all  other  vehicles  above,  43-Masonic 
in  center  surface  transit  plaza 

Fillmore  Area  (Geary  Expressway  from  west  of  Steiner  to  east  of  Webster) 

■ Existing  conditions:  Transit  on  service  roads  in  mixed  flow  traffic,  vehicular  underpass 

■ Option  1:  Transit  preferential  street  with  far-side  stops,  bulbed  bus  stops,  transit  signal  priority,  etc. 
Note:  This  option  was  shown  incorrectly  with  curbside  parking  and  pedestrian  bridges  removed; 
curbside  parking  and  pedestrian  bridges  would  be  retained. 

■ Option  2:  Side-running  BRT  with  frontage  roads;  fill  underpass,  remove  pedestrian  bridges. 

■ Option  3:  Center-running  BRT  with  frontage  roads;  fill  underpass,  remove  pedestrian  bridges. 

■ Option  4:  Center-running  viaduct  with  (existing)  frontage  roads,  4 vehicular  lanes  in  underpass; 
remove  pedestrian  bridges. 

The  GCAC  provided  both  general  comments  and  comments  specific  to  each  alternative: 

Masonic  Area 


General  Comments: 

■ This  is  a major  shopping  area.  Too  much  parking  is  lost  on  the  frontage  (service)  roads,  which  will 
have  an  impact  on  merchants.  The  precise  parking  loss  should  be  quantified  for  all  options. 

■ There  is  already  a large  parking  garage  at  the  mall,  which  is  rarely  full. 

■ How  will  the  designs  transition  between  center  and  side?  Agency  response:  with  signal  queue  jumps  at 
intersections. 

■ Consideration  should  be  given  to  an  option  of  a viaduct  on  the  west  side  of  Masonic  to  transition 
between  side-running  and  center-running  options. 

Option  1:  Busway  on  surface  with  center  bus  plaza  (all 38,  43  GGT  lines),  vehicular  underpass 

below. 

■ There  are  numerous  conflict  points  and  weaving  between  turning  buses  and  other  vehicles.  The  left 
turn  from  EB  Geary  into  NB  Masonic  requires  cars  to  cross  the  bus  lane. 

■ Unlike  Option  2,  this  option  is  not  rail  ready. 

■ Option  I is  hazardous  and  does  not  reflect  the  transit  first  policy.  This  option  does  not  give 
adequate  emphasis  to  transit. 

■ [geny  responses:  The  transition  between  side-running  and  center-running  operations  can  be  managed  with  priority 
signals.  As  on  Third  Street,  it  may  be  appropriate  to  tolerate  mixed-flow  operations  in  certain  street  segments.  This 
option  represents  an  improvement  with  minimal  investment.  It  may  be  appropriate,  if  funds  are  used  to  greater  benefit 
elsewhere. 

Option  2:  Buswav  and  transit  station  in  tunnel,  all  other  vehicles  above,  43  line  in  center  surface 

transit  plaza 

■ This  option  is  the  “Transit  First”  option. 

■ The  larger  volume  of  cars  on  the  surface  could  degrade  the  pedestrian  environment. 

■ The  traffic  volumes  will  be  similar  to  further  west. 

■ There  will  not  be  a pleasant  waiting  environment  in  the  underpass  transit  station. 

■ The  station  should  be  designed  as  a spacious  and  well-lit  subway  station,  not  as  a dark  tunnel. 
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■ A stair  and  elevator  should  be  added  on  the  west  side  of  Masonic  to  access  the  below-grade  station, 
without  having  to  cross  the  streets. 

■ Added  traffic  in  this  option  might  reduce  the  effectiveness  of  signal  priority. 

Fillmore  Area 


General  Comments: 

■ None  of  the  tour  options  appear  to  dramatically  improve  the  transit  or  pedestrian  environment 
across  crossing  of  Geary  Boulevard. 

■ The  overpasses  at  Steiner  should  only  be  removed  if  pedestrian  conditions  are  significantly 
improved.  Options  1 , 2 and  4 need  work. 

Option  1:  Existing  Condition  with  transit  improvements  (eg.,  far-side  stops,  bulbed  bus  stops). 

■ Parking  should  be  retained  to  the  maximum  extent  possible  with  “bulbed”  bus  stops.  (Note:  The 
drawing  shown  at  the  meeting  should  have  retained  the  curbside  parking.) 

■ The  existing  pedestrian  bridges  should  be  retained  in  this  option,  since  the  crossings  would  be  as 
dangerous  as  they  are  today. 

Option  2:  Side-running  BRT  with  frontage  roads 

■ Concern  expressed  for  bringing  traffic  to  surface  at  Fillmore  in  Options  2 and  3,  since  pedestrian 
traffic  is  heaviest  at  Fillmore. 

Options  3:  Center-running  BRT  with  frontage  roads;  fill  underpass,  remove  pedestrian  bridges. 
Option  4:  Center-running  viaduct  with  ( existing ) frontage  roads;  fill  underpass,  remove 
pedestrian  bridges. 

■ Option  3 is  better  than  Option  4 because  it  improves  conditions  at  Webster  and  better  reconnects 
the  neighborhoods  north  and  south  of  Geary.  Options  3 and  4 are  better  than  Option  1 and  2 in 
terms  of  providing  BRT  service. 

Rescue  Muni  Option 

GCAC  member,  Steve  Ferrario  ceded  his  time  to  Andrew  Sullivan  from  Rescue  Muni,  to  present  an 
additional  option  for  the  Fillmore  area.  Andrew  Sullivan  began  his  presentation  by  expressing  concern 
that  all  four  Fillmore  options  include  an  at  grade  crossing  for  the  bus.  He  then  explained  the  design 
details  and  circulated  handouts: 

■ Initial  Phase.  In  an  initial  phase,  keep  existing  underpass  and  widen  to  retain  some  vehicle  lanes. 
Retain  existing  service  roads.  Locate  center-running  (center  platform)  BRT  in  trench  with  station 
area  at  Fillmore  Street.  The  center  platform  would  require  buses  with  doors  on  the  left  side  and 
would  be  glassed  in.  There  would  also  be  a sound  wall  between  the  transit  and  auto  lanes. 

■ Ultimate  Phase.  In  ultimate  phase,  extend  underpass  west  beyond  Steiner  Street  and  east  beyond 
Webster  Street  (possibly  connecting  directly  into  a subway)  so  that  Steiner  and  Webster  bridge  over 
the  trench,  avoiding  signal  delay  for  transit  at  Webster,  Fillmore,  and  Steiner.  Locate  center-running 
(center  platform)  BRT  or  LRT  in  trench  with  station  area  at  Fillmore  Street.  Deck  over  trench 
between  Steiner  and  Webster  Streets;  use  as  opportunity  sites  for  plazas,  farmers  markets  or 
residential  and  commercial  buildings. 

In  response,  the  GCAC  made  the  following  comments: 

■ The  Rescue  Muni  option  should  be  developed  and  studied  equally  with  other  options. 
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The  Rescue  Muni  option  is  desirable  because  it  benefits  transit,  is  light  rail  ready,  and  joins  Fillmore 
and  Japantown. 

Reclaiming  space  is  the  primary  focus.  It  is  possible  to  have  six  lanes  of  auto  traffic  and  two  lanes  of 
bus  traffic  underground. 

Agency  response:  While  the  plagci  will  bridge  the  neighborhood  at  Fillmore,  the  expanded  trench  will  create  a new 
divide  at  Steiner  and  Webster.  While  this  design  costs  significantly  more  than  the  others  presented,  the  maximum 
travel  time  savings  from  the  ultimate  phase  will  only  be  1 minute 


Following  GCAC  comments,  the  Chair  took  public  comment  and  received  the  following  additional 
feedback: 

General 

■ Currently,  Geary  carries  65,000  cars.  Changing  from  6 lanes  to  4 lanes  will  divert  15,000  cars  off  of 
Geary  and  lead  to  increased  congestion. 

■ Golden  Gate  Transit  should  provide  financial  support. 

■ Opportunities  for  joint  development  within  the  Geary  right-of-way,  such  as  plazas,  farmers  markets 
or  residential  and  commercial  buildings,  should  be  studied,  as  it  could  be  a potential  source  of 
revenue  to  offset  BRT  costs. 

Masonic  Area 

■ Masonic  Option  1 eliminates  parking  and  is  an  inadequate  transit  solution. 

■ Support  was  expressed  for  Option  2 at  Masonic. 

■ Masonic  Option  2 should  be  tested  with  a simulation  model.  Agency  response:  simulation  models  will  be 
developed  this  winter for  the  designs  with  the  most  public  support. 

■ Consider  transit  oriented  development,  especially  at  Muni  bus  yard. 

■ Option  2 at  Masonic  is  superior  to  the  existing  conditions  and  to  Option  1 in  terms  of  safety  for 
school-children. 

Fillmore  Area 

• Further  pedestrian  improvements  are  needed  at  Webster. 

■ All  options  should  consider  a BRT  stop  at  Webster  instead  of  Fillmore. 

■ Support  expressed  for  the  Rescue  Muni  Option,  especially  if  it  adds  sellable  real  estate. 

■ None  of  the  staff  options  improve  pedestrian  crossings.  The  Rescue  Muni  option  supports  the 
study  goals  and  improves  the  neighborhood. 

Subsequently,  GCAC  members  asked  for  clarification  on  the  study  funding  and  phasing.  Julie 
Kirschbaum  indicated  that  phasing  would  be  considered  after  the  second  workshop.  Tilly  Chang 
indicated  that  there  was  $110  million  in  the  Prop  K BRT/TPS  category  that  could  be  leveraged  to 
implement  the  transit  priority  network. 

5.  Next  Meeting  - October  27,  2005 

The  Geary  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  was  scheduled  to  meet  at  its  normal  meeting  time  on  October 
27,  2005  from  6:00  to  8:00  in  the  Authority’s  conference  room  at  100  Van  Ness  Avenue,  25th  Floor. 
NOTE:  This  meeting  was  rescheduled  to  December  1,  2005  after  the  meeting  because  the  workshops 
were  postponed  until  early  December. 
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6.  Public  Comment 


Due  to  the  extended  meeting  time,  the  Chair  moved  general  comments  up  in  the  agenda  to  after  the 
minutes.  Norm  Rolfe  requested  that  the  Authority  do  a true  economic  study  and  indicated  regret  that 
BRT  had  been  chosen  in  the  Prop  K Expenditure  Plan  because  though  it  has  cheaper  up  front  costs,  it 
would  be  more  expensive  in  the  long  run. 

Linda  Jofuku  from  the  Japantown  Task  Force  indicating  that  her  organization  has  been  working  with 
several  city  agencies  to  make  sure  that  the  japantown  Community  Plan  are  integrated  into  related  city 
efforts.  She  also  expressed  concern  that  Japantown  residents  would  not  attend  the  workshops  if  there 
was  not  a meeting  in  Japantown  proper.  She  suggested  that  staff  contact  Christ  Community  Church  and 
the  japanese  Community  and  Cultural  Center  of  Northern  California.  GCAC  member  Kate  White 
thanked  Ms.  Jofuku  for  attending  and  complemented  her  on  the  quality  of  the  Community  Plan.  Ms. 
Jofuku  indicated  that  the  plan  could  be  downloaded  at  www.jtowntaskforce.org.  Julie  Kirschbaum 
indicated  that  staff  is  partnering  with  the  Japantown  Task  Force  as  part  of  the  Geary  Multi-Lingual 
Outreach  Project. 

Roger  Bazeley  indicated  that  there  is  a real  opportunity  to  use  BRT  technology  and  recommended  staff 
to  a wealth  of  BRT  literature.  He  also  indicated  that  BRT  can  be  a predecessor  of  light  rail  transit  (LRT) 
and  pointed  out  that  the  recent  Federal  transportation  bill  provides  specific  BRT  funding.  He  strongly 
encouraged  staff  to  avoid  a watered  down  version  of  BRT  and  complemented  them  for  building 
pedestrian  safety  into  the  BRT  project. 

jackie  Saches  recalled  a successful  past  meeting  in  Japantown  that  had  taken  place  at  Nihomachi  on 
Sutter  Street.  She  encouraged  staff  to  make  a stronger  connection  to  the  3rd  Street  LRT  project  and 
research  how  other  cities  transition  from  BRT  to  LRT.  She  also  commented  that  FTA  is  anti-rail  and 
expressed  concern  that  if  the  City  starts  with  BRT,  we  will  never  get  LRT. 

7.  Adjourn. 

Kate  White  moved  to  adjourn  the  meeting,  seconded  by  David  Heller. 
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Meeting  15 
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Date:  6:00  pm  to  8:00  pm,  Thursday,  December  1,  2005 

Location:  100  Van  Ness  Avenue,  25th  Floor 


NOV  2 9 2005 


6:00  1.  Introductions/Study  Updates  — INFORMATION* 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


Chair  Bruce  Balshone  will  call  role  and  introduce  agency  staff  and  consultants.  Fie  will 
then  welcome  and  introduce  new  GCAC  members  appointed  by  the  Authority  Board  in 
October  2005.  Subsequendy,  Authority  staff  will  provide  a brief  study  update  to  apprise 
committee  members  of  key  project  work  since  the  last  meeting.  The  update  will  include 
information  on  outreach  efforts  to  publicize  the  upcoming  public  workshops  on 
December  6,  8 and  10. 


6:15  2.  Approval  of  Minutes  - ACTION* 

GCAC  members  will  review  and  approve  draft  minutes  from  the  most  recent  meeting  on 
September  22,  2005.  Subsequendy,  they  will  review  and  approve  draft  minutes  from  the 
August  25,  2005  meeting.  Approval  of  the  August  minutes  was  postponed  to  allow 
additional  time  for  review. 


6:25  3.  Design  Principles  and  Guidelines  - ACTION+ 

At  the  September  22,  2005  meeting,  staff  presented  a series  of  principles  and  related 
guidelines  that  will  help  shape  the  conceptual  designs  and  service  plans  for  the  Geary 
BRT  study.  GCAC  members,  agency  staff  and  others  provided  comments  before  and  at 
the  meeting.  Subsequendy,  staff  revised  the  principles  and  design  guidelines  based  on  the 
feedback  received.  The  principles  and  guidelines  are  consistent  with  the  project  study 
goals  and  are  intended  to  articulate  the  project  priorities  that  should  be  consistent  across 
alternatives.  In  some  cases,  they  also  articulate  minimum  design  standards  (e.g, 
minimum  platform  width).  We  are  seeking  a motion  to  approve  the  design 
principles  and  guidelines  for  the  Geary  Corridor  BRT  Study. 

6:45  4.  2nd  Series  of  Public  Workshops  - INFORMATION+ 

The  Authority,  in  partnership  with  Muni  and  other  city  agencies,  will  be  hosting  the  second 
series  of  public  workshops  for  the  Geary  Corridor  Bus  Rapid  Transit  Study  on: 

■ Tuesday,  December  6 from  6 to  8 pm,  Japanese  Community  and  Cultural  Center  of 
Northern  California,  1840  Sutter  St  @ Buchanan 

■ Thursday,  December  8 from  6 to  8 pm,  Tenderloin  Family  Apartments,  201  Turk  St  @ 
Jones 

■ Saturday,  December  10  from  10  am  to  12  pm,  Self  Help  for  the  Elderly  Center, 
408  22ncl  Ave  @ Geary 

■ Saturday,  December  10  from  6 to  8 pm,  Self  Help  for  the  Elderly  Center,  408  22nd  Ave 
@ Geary 

The  primary  objective  of  the  workshops  is  to  present  and  get  feedback  from  community 
members  on  the  conceptual  designs  for  BRT  on  Geary  Boulevard.  The  conceptual  designs 
were  initially  presented  to  the  GCAC  during  the  two-part  design  charrette  and  have  since 
been  revised  to  incorporate  GCAC  feedback.  The  workshop  will  begin  with  an  overview 
presentation  and  then  break  into  four  rotating  sessions  that  focus  on  four  segments  of  the 
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corridor:  the  Richmond,  Geary  & Masonic  intersection,  Geary  & Fillmore  intersection,  and 
Tenderloin/downtown.  A sign  up  sheet  will  be  circulated  at  the  meeting  to  ensure  broad 
representation  by  committee  members  at  the  upcoming  workshops.  We  are  seeking  input 
on  the  format  and  materials  for  the  upcoming  public  workshops. 

Next  Meeting —January  26,  2006 

The  next  GCAC  meeting  will  take  place  from  6:00  to  8:00  pm  on  January  26,  2006.  The 
meeting  will  be  held  in  the  Authority’s  new?  conference  room,  100  Van  Ness  Avenue,  26th 
Floor.  Included  in  the  agenda  will  be  a GCAC  roadmap  for  the  remainder  of  the  studv. 

6. 

Public  Comment 

8:00  7. 

Adjourn 

* Materials  attached. 

+ Materials  to  be  provided  at  the  meeting. 

This  meeting  location  is  accessible  to  people  who  use  wheelchairs.  In  order  to  allow  individuals  with  environmental 
illness  or  multiple  chemical  sensitivity  to  attend  the  meeting,  individuals  are  requested  to  refrain  from  wearing 
perfume  or  other  scented  products.  All  rimes  shown  are  for  information  only.  Items  will  be  called  at  the  discretion 
of  the  Chair. 


If  you  prefer  receiving  future  agendas  via  email  instead  of  regular  mail, 
please  send  your  request  roJulie_Kirschbaum@sfcta.org 
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Geary  Citizens  Advisory  Committee 
Meeting  15:  Thursday,  December  1,  2005 


documents  dept. 
SEP  1 2 2006 


The  meeting  began  at  6:07  PM.  SAN  FRANCISCO 

PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

Present  were  the  following  members:  Richard  Allman,  Bruce  Balshone  (Chair),  Aida  Berkovitz,  Steve 
Boland,  Leslie  Clark,  Steve  Ferrario,  Jean  Fraser,  Andrew  Green,  David  Fleller,  Brian  Larkin,  Michael 
Louie,  Jim  Misener,  Bruce  Osterweil,  Diego  Sanchez,  David  Schaefer,  Suzanne  Tucker,  Bobbie  Webb 
and  Rich  Worner. 


Absent:  Amber  Crabbe  and  Kate  White. 

Transportation  Authority:  Jose  Luis  Moscovich  (Executive  Director),  Julie  Kirschbaum  (Senior 
Transportation  Planner)  and  Tilly  Chang  (Deputy  Director  for  Planning) 


1.  Introductions/Study  Updates 

Bruce  Balshone,  Chair,  opened  the  meeting  and  called  role.  Agency  staff  present  included:  Jose  Luis 
Moscovich  (SFCTA),  Julie  Kirschbaum  (SFCTA),  Tilly  Chang  (SFCTA),  Bill  Lieberman  (MTA),  Darton 
Ito  (MTA),  Peter  Straus  (MTA),  Javad  Mirabdal  (MTA),  Josh  Switzky  (Planning)  and  Ken  Rich 
(Planning).  Consultant  team  members  from  ROMA  Design  Group  and  DKS  Associates  were  also 
present.  Bruce  Balshone  told  the  GCAC  that  he  was  quoted  incorrectly  in  a Geary  BRT  article  in  the 
October  issue  of  the  Richmond  Review  and  that  staff  had  submitted  a response  to  the  Richmond 
Review.  Fie  apologized  for  any  inconvenience  caused  to  the  study.  He  then  asked  the  new  committee 
members  to  introduce  themselves  and  share  their  interest  in  the  project.  Subsequently  the  existing 
members  also  introduced  themselves  and  shared  their  background. 

Following  introductions,  Mr.  Balshone  took  public  comments  from  Lewison  Lem,  Transportation  Policy 
Manager  at  CSAA,  because  he  had  to  leave  the  meeting  early.  Mr.  Lem  indicated  AAA’s  position  of 
support  for  bus  rapid  transit  on  Geary  Boulevard  because  it  would  improve  transit  and  mobility  in  San 
Francisco.  Mr.  Balshone  then  asked  Committee  Members  if  there  were  objections  to  circulating  a 
GCAC  roster  with  members’  contact  information.  No  objections  were  made  by  committee  members. 
The  Chair  requested  that  Julie  Kirschbaum  from  the  Authority  circulate  the  contact  information. 

Ms.  Kirschbaum  provided  an  update  on  the  study  progress,  including  an  update  on  the  kickoff  of  the 
Geary  Multilingual  Outreach  Grant.  Six  community-based  organizations  are  working  on  the  project  and 
will  present  to  the  GCAC  in  the  spring.  She  indicated  that  staff  had  modified  the  draft  conceptual 
designs  based  on  feedback  from  the  GCAC  design  charrettes.  The  Authority  Board  appointed  four  new 
members  and  made  four  alternates  full  members.  Staff  met  with  representatives  from  Japantown  Task 
Force,  Rescue  Muni,  Spur  and  AAA.  In  addition,  staff  met  with  Mayor  Newsom  and  Commissioner  Ma 
about  project  concerns  heard  in  a meeting  with  David  Heller  and  other  Geary  merchants.  A follow-up 
meeting  with  the  Mayor,  Commissioner  Ma  and  Geary  merchants  was  scheduled  for  the  week  of 
December  5. 

Ms.  Kirschbaum  provided  a summary  of  the  workshop  outreach,  which  included  a radius  mailing,  an 
email  circulation,  a posting  on  SFGov,  bus  shelter  flyers,  and  in-bus  advertisements/ take-ones.  An  article 
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and  an  advertisement  were  also  submitted  to  the  Richmond  Review.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  mentioned  the 
need  to  increase  the  number  of  Richmond  workshops  to  two,  due  to  the  incorrect  time  on  the  radius 
mailing. 

Bruce  Balshone  inquired  as  to  whether  staff  received  GCAC  applications  from  the  Union  Square 
Merchants’  Association.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  replied  that  no  applications  to  the  GCAC  have  been 
submitted,  but  the  Authority  and  MTA  staff  did  meet  with  the  Union  Square  Merchants  to  discuss  the 
recently  implemented  Inner  Geary  project.  Mr.  Balshone  emphasized  the  importance  of  keeping  in 
contact  with  this  group.  Andrew  Green  requested  that  Ms.  Kirschbaum  provide  the  new  members  with 
the  background  of  the  study  and  die  GCAC.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  replied  that  she  had  already  met  with  each 
of  the  new  committee  members  individually  to  update  them  on  the  study  progress  to-date.  Bruce 
Balshone  suggested  that  more  merchant  representation  is  needed  from  groups  such  as  the  Fillmore 
Merchants’  Association.  Bobbie  Webb  replied  that  he  is  a former  treasurer  of  the  Fillmore  Jazz 
Preservation  Merchants  Association. 

David  Heller  expressed  strong  concern  over  Bruce  Balshone’s  comments  in  the  Richmond  Review 
article,  indicating  that  his  remarks  were  unacceptable  and  personally  hurtful.  He  called  for  Mr.  Balshone 
to  step  down  as  Chair.  Mr.  Balshone  indicated  that  he  would  not  step  down.  After  some  additional  back 
and  forth,  Mr.  Balshone  ruled  Mr.  Heller  out  of  order.  Mr.  Heller  asked  that  both  his  request  for  the 
Chair  to  step  down  and  Mr.  Balshone  calling  him  out  of  order  be  added  to  the  official  record  of  the 
meeting. 

Jose  Luis  Moscovich  (SFCTA)  made  a statement,  thanking  the  members  of  the  GCAC  for  their  service 
and  reminded  them  to  be  respectful  of  each-other  and  of  each-others’  opinions.  He  expressed  his  desire 
for  the  study  to  have  an  open  and  transparent  process  and  for  the  GCAC  to  be  a place  for  a positive 
exchange  of  ideas.  He  reassured  Mr.  Heller  and  others  that  the  project  is  not  intended  to  cause  any 
businesses  to  leave  San  Francisco,  and  emphasized  the  study’s  goal  of  strengthening  commercial  vitality. 

Bruce  Balshone  requested  that  a person  from  the  Mayor’s  office  be  present  at  the  meeting.  Justin  Roja 
from  the  Mayor’s  office  identified  himself. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes 

A motion  to  approve  the  September  22  minutes  was  made  by  Steve  Ferrario  and  was  seconded  by 
Andrew  Green.  There  was  no  public  comment  on  this  item.  The  minutes  were  approved  with 
abstentions  from  Aida  Berkovitz,  Bruce  Osterweil,  Rich  Worner,  Bobbie  Webb,  Jim  Misener,  and 
Richard  Allman. 

A motion  to  approve  the  August  25  minutes  was  made  by  Rich  Worner  and  seconded  by  Steve  Ferrario. 
There  was  no  public  comment  on  this  item.  The  minutes  were  approved  with  two  abstentions. 

3.  Design  Principles  and  Guidelines 

Julie  Kirschbaum  presented  this  item.  She  provided  highlights  of  changes  made  to  the  document.  Bruce 
Osterweil  inquired  about  the  meaning  of  “path  of  travel.”  Ms.  Kirschbaum  presented  various  examples 
for  this.  Rich  Worner  asked  whether  it  has  been  decided  that  the  center-running  alternative  was  the 
preferred  alternative.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  replied  that  no  decisions  as  to  preferred  alternatives  have  been 
made.  Jim  Meisner  requested  that  Ms.  Kirschbaum  replace  Kanji  with  Japanese.  He  also  inquired  about 
the  service  planning  loads,  whether  the  project  was  to  use  articulated  buses  and  the  BRT  stop  spacing 
standard.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  replied  that  80  passengers  represented  85%  of  the  maximum  planning 
capacity  for  an  articulated  vehicle  (all  seats  full  with  some  standees)  and  that  articulated  vehicles  would 
be  used  for  the  project.  1'he  stop  spacing  standard  waS  less  than  in  other  cities  because  of  the  density  of 
the  intersecting  transit  network.  Mr.  Misener  suggested  that  the  standard  for  distance  be  more  general, 
given  that  accommodating  transferring  routes  was  also  part  of  the  standard.  Richard  Allman  requested 
that  pedestrian  improvements  be  considered  for  streets  perpendicular  to  Geary,  as  well  as  Geary  itself. 
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Steve  Boland  inquired  as  to  why  the  recommended  bus  stop  length  was  reduced  in  this  draft  from  140 
feet  to  125  feet.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  replied  that  125  feet  was  adequate  for  two  articulated  vehicles,  but  that 
she  would  also  conduct  more  analysis  to  confirm  this.  Mr.  Boland  also  suggested  eliminating  the 
discussion  of  Muni  fares  and  BRT  fares. 

The  Chair  took  public  comment  on  the  item.  Rosa  Hillson  from  Jordan  Park  Improvement  Association 
asked  about  parking  loss  and  the  possibility  of  diagonal  parking  on  side  streets.  She  indicated  that 
diagonal  parking  could  complement  the  Association’s  efforts  to  calm  traffic  in  the  Jordan  Park  area.  Ms. 
Kirschbaum  replied  that  a goal  of  the  study  is  to  minimize  parking  loss  and  that  the  designs  vary  in 
terms  of  parking  loss.  The  center  option  with  side  islands  adds  parking  in  some  segments.  Angled 
parking  on  side  streets  is  one  possible  strategy  for  offsetting  parking  loss. 

Jack  Rhiel  recommended  that  safe  access  to  Geary  neighborhoods  and  businesses  during  construction 
be  added  as  a design  principle.  Tilly  Chang  (SFCTA)  replied  that  minimizing  construction  impacts  is  a 
study  goal  and  already  established  as  a priority.  GCAC  member,  Aida  Berkowitz  commented  that  there  is 
no  section  on  vehicle  traffic  design  to  parallel  the  section  on  station  design.  Staff  explained  that  traffic 
design  issues  were  integrated  into  multiple  sections 

Steve  Boland  made  a motion  to  approve  the  document  as  amended  by  the  GCAC,  seconded  by  Aida 
Berkowitz.  An  amendment  was  to  be  made  at  the  next  meeting.  The  item  passed  unanimously. 

4.  Second  Series  of  Public  Workshops 

Julie  Kirschbaum  presented  this  item  and  outlined  the  workshop  agenda  for  GCAC  members.  She 
quickly  reviewed  the  workshop  presentation  and  then  members  split  into  groups  and  spent  time  at  each 
of  the  four  workshop  stations,  depicting  designs  in  the  Richmond,  at  Masonic,  at  Fillmore  and  in  the 
Tenderloin/Downtown.  After  the  group  reconvened,  she  requested  that  members  provide  feedback  on 
the  format  and  on  content  of  the  presentation. 

Presentation:  Jim  Misener  requested  the  definitions  of  the  traffic-demand  and  micro- simulation  models 
and  asked  that  more  user-friendly  terms  be  used.  Rich  Worner  asked  about  the  impacts  of  reducing 
travel  lanes  from  three  to  two.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  explained  that  losing  one  lane  of  traffic  did  not  equate 
to  losing  33%  of  capacity  because  people  would  switch  to  transit  and  walking;  change  the  time  they  take 
their  trip;  and  use  other  routes.  David  Heller  questioned  the  effectiveness  of  the  project  in  getting 
drivers  to  switch  modes,  and  indicated  that  diversions  would  have  a big  impact  on  side  streets.  Peter 
Straus  (MTA)  requested  that  Ms.  Kirschbaum  explain  that  analyzing  diversions  and  other  impacts  would 
be  the  project  team’s  primary  focus  after  the  December  workshops.  Diego  Sanchez  asked  how  the 
presentation  would  work  when  translated  into  multiple  languages.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  explained  that  they 
would  use  simultaneous  translation  equipment. 

Stations:  Bruce  Osterweil  commented  on  the  fact  that  some  workshop  participants  may  want  to  spend  a 
lot  of  time  on  one  particular  station.  He  also  mentioned  the  need  for  landmarks  and  street  names  on  the 
drawings  at  Fillmore  and  Masonic.  Michael  Louie  mentioned  the  need  for  adequate  space  around  the 
interactive  stations.  Jim  Misener  commented  that  he  was  impressed  with  staff  preparedness. 

The  Chair  took  public  comment  on  this  item.  Jerry  Bernstein  (Little  Saigon  Development  Corporation) 
encouraged  staff  to  use  simple  language  and  be  succinct  for  the  translators.  He  also  suggested  the  need 
for  a context  map,  for  people  less  familiar  with  the  stop  locations  and  the  study  area.  Justin  Roja  stated 
that  it  is  hard  to  visualize  the  change  that  is  taking  place  from  the  existing  conditions.  He  requested  that 
existing  conditions  be  shown  next  to  proposed  designs.  He  also  stated  that  simulations  can  bridge  the 
language  barrier.  Javad  Mirabdal  (MTA)  stated  that  having  a small  number  of  bullet  points  pointing  out 
advantages  and  disadvantages  would  be  helpful  to  the  workshop  participants.  Tilly  Chang  expressed 
concerns  about  bullet  points,  as  they  may  provide  an  unnecessary  bias.  Jose  Luis  Moscovich  stated  that 
factual  information  could  be  stated  in  bullet  point  format. 
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5.  Next  Meeting  - January  26.  2006 

The  Geary  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  was  scheduled  to  meet  at  its  normal  meeting  time  on  January 
26,  2006  from  6:00  to  8:00  in  the  Authority’s  hearing  room  at  100  Van  Ness  Avenue,  26lh  Floor. 

Note:  The  location  of  the  meeting  has  changed  from  the  25'1'  to  the  26th  Floor. 

6.  Public  Comment 

No  public  comments  were  made. 

7.  Adjourn. 

Aida  Berkowitz  moved  to  adjourn  the  meeting,  seconded  by  Bruce  Osterweil. 
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AGENDA 


100  Van  Ness  Avenue  7.5™  Floor 
San  Francisco,  California  9410a 
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Date: 

Location: 


6:00  1. 


6:10 

6:15 


6:40 


7:20  5. 


7:45  6. 

7. 

8:00  8. 


z Geary  Citizens  Advisory  Committee 
Meeting  16 


DOCUMB4 


S DEPT 


6:00  pm  to  8:00  pm,  Thursday,  February  23,  2006 
100  Van  Ness  Avenue,  26th  Floor 


FEB  2 1 2006 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


Introductions/Study  Updates  — INFORMATION 

The  Chair  will  call  role  and  introduce  agency  staff  arid  consultants.  Authority  staff  will 
provide  a brief  study  update  to  apprise  committee  members  of  key  project  work  since 
the  last  meeting. 

Approval  of  Minutes  - ACTION* 

GCAC  2006  Roadmap  - ACTION  * 

On  June  23,  2005  the  GCAC  approved  a revised  six  month  roadmap  that  described  the 
GCAC  meeting  agenda  items  through  December  2005.  To  provide  GCAC  members 
with  a better  understanding  of  the  work  to  come,  Authority  staff  developed  a roadmap 
for  2006,  which  identifies  the  key  meeting  topics  through  the  end  of  the  Geary  Corridor 
Bus  Rapid  Transit  Study.  We  are  seeking  input  and  approval  of  the  GCAC  2006 
Roadmap. 

Summary  of  Workshop  Series  2 - INFORMATION + 

A.pproximately  200  participants  attended  the  second  series  of  workshops  held  in 
December  2005,  in  addition  to  the  consultant  team  and  agency  staff.  Community 
members  provided  a tangc  of  feedback.  Some  expressed  strong  support  for  faster  and 
more  reliable  transit  service  on  Geary,  while  others  expressed  strong  concern  over 
potential  project  impacts  such  as  construction  impacts  and  parking  loss.  The  workshop 
summary  will  be  available  at  the  meeting  for  committee  members  to  review.  In  addition, 
staff  will  highlight  key  themes  that  emerged  during  these  events  and  how  they  will  be 
addressed  in  the  study.  This  agenda  item  wiJJ  also  include  a summary  of  on-going  direct 
outreach  efforts.  We  are  seeking  input  on  the  workshop  summary  and 
participation  in  further  outreach  activities. 

Review  of  FTA  Small  Starts  Program-  INFORMATION + 

The  Federal  Transit  Administration  has  issued  a Notice  of  Proposed  Rulemaking  for  the 
new  Small  Starts  Program  - a discretionary  capital  grant  program  designed  to  support 
cost-effective  investments  such  as  BRT  projects.  Under  the  enabling  legislation,  projects 
with  a capital  cost:  of  less  than  $250  million  can  apply  for  up  to  $75  million  in  Small 
Starts  funding.  We  will  ptovidc  an  overview  of  the  proposed  rules  and  our  comments  to 
FTA.  We  are  seeking  input  on  the  Authority’s  comments  on  FTA’s  proposed 
rulemaking  for  the  Small  Starts  program. 

Next  Meeting  — March  23,  2006 

Public  Comment 

Adjourn 


* Materials  attached. 
+ Materials  to  be  provided  at  the  meeting. 
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This  meeting  location  is  accessible  to  people  who  use  wheelchairs.  In  order  to  allow  individuals  with  environmental 
illness  or  multiple  chemical  sensitivity  to  attend  the  meeting,  individuals  ate  requested  to  refrain  from,  wearing 
perfume  or  other  scented  products.  All  times  shown  arc  for  information  only.  Items  will,  be  called  at  the  discretion 
of  the  Chair. 


If  you  prefer  receiving  future  agendas  via  email  instead  of  regular  mail, 
please  send  your  request  to  Julie.Kirscbbaum@sfcta.or  
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The  meeting  began  at  6:05  PM. 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


Present  were  the  following  members:  Richard  Allman,  Bruce  Balshone  (Chair),  Steve  Boland,  Leslie 
Clark,  Amber  Crabbe,  Steve  Ferrario,  Jean  Fraser,  David  Heller,  Brian  Larkin,  Michael  Louie,  Jim 
Misener,  Bruce  Osterweil,  David  Schaefer,  and  Kate  White. 


Absent:  Aida  Berkovitz,  Andrew  Green,  Diego  Sanchez,  Suzanne  Tucker,  Bobbie  Webb,  and  Rich 
Worner. 


Transportation  Authority:  Julie  Kirschbaum  (Senior  Transportation  Planner),  Tilly  Chang  (Deputy 
Director  for  Planning),  and  Elizabeth  Bent  (Senior  Transportation  Planner  Consultant) 

1.  Introductions/Study  Updates 

Bruce  Balshone,  Chair,  opened  the  meeting  and  called  role.  Agency  staff  present  included:  Julie 
Kirschbaum  (SFCTA),  Tilly  Chang  (SFCTA),  Elizabeth  Bent  (SFCTA),  Alex  Prodon  (SFCTA),  Darton 
Ito  (MTA),  and  Peter  Straus  (MTA).  Bruce  Balshone  expressed  concern  over  the  fact  that  Amber 
Crabbe  was  participating  by  phone  due  to  an  ankle  injury  and  asked  that  a policy  be  set  regarding  future 
phone  participation.  Ms.  Crabbe  agreed  to  come  to  the  meeting  in  person  and  arrived  a short  time  later. 
Mr.  Balshone  also  expressed  concern  over  the  configuration  of  the  Transportation  Authority’s  Hearing 
Room  because  the  public  had  a difficult  time  hearing  some  members. 

Following  introductions,  Julie  Kirschbaum  provided  an  update  on  the  Study’s  progress.  She  indicated 
that  the  modeling  and  project  evaluation  work  was  underway.  She  also  indicated  that  staff  had  recently 
held  a successful  check  in  meeting  with  the  Study’s  community-based  partners.  She  concluded  by  saying 
that  numerous  outreach  meetings  had  been  conducted  and  more  were  scheduled.  She  deferred  the 
remainder  of  her  update  to  item  4 of  the  agenda. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes 

Steve  Ferrario  asked  about  the  status  of  the  GCAC  roster  and  requested  that  a paper,  rather  than  an 
electronic  copy,  be  distributed  to  members.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  circulated  a draft  roster  for  members  to 
verify  their  contact  information.  She  also  indicated  that  a roster  would  be  distributed  at  the  March 
meeting  along  with  a review  of  the  Brown  Act.  Jim  Misener  indicated  that  his  name  was  spelled 
incorrectly  on  page  2 of  the  minutes. 

The  Chair  took  public  comment  on  this  item.  Rose  Hilson  stated  that  her  comments  regarding  diagonal 
parking  were  misrepresented;  she  is  opposed  to  diagonal  parking  on  cross  streets  in  the  Jordan  Park 
area.  A motion  to  approve  the  December  1 minutes  as  amended  was  made  by  Brian  Larkin  and  was 
seconded  by  Bruce  Osterweil.  The  minutes  were  approved  with  no  abstentions. 
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3.  Geary  CAC  2006  Roadmap 

Julie  Kirschbaum  presented  this  item.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  stated  that  she  initially  proposed  having 
workshops  in  May;  however,  more  time  was  needed  to  evaluate  the  modeling  results.  As  a result,  she 
proposed  moving  die  third  series  of  public  workshops  to  June  2006.  She  also  indicated  that  the  parking 
analysis  was  moved  up  to  March,  to  address  merchant  concerns  in  a timely  manner.  Ms.  Kirschbaum 
asked  members  to  consider  two  questions:  1)  Would  the  GCAC  prefer  to  reschedule  the  May  25,h 
meeting  to  avoid  Memorial  Day  Weekend?  Would  the  GCAC  be  interested  in  holding  an  opdonal 
workshop  in  early-June  to  review  the  June  2006  workshop  materials  and  format? 

Brian  Larkin  asked  what  informadon  would  be  presented  in  the  parking  analysis.  Ms.  Kirschbaum 
responded  that  the  parking  analysis  would  document  the  changes  in  parking  supply  for  each  alternative, 
and  would  describe  mitigation  strategies.  Mr.  Larkin  also  mentioned  that  the  proposed  changes  in  on- 
street parking  were  not  nearly  as  significant  as  recent  and  anticipated  changes  to  off-street  parking  in  the 
Richmond.  For  example,  the  Cala  Foods  on  4,h  Avenue  had  an  off-street  parking  lot  that  would  be  lost 
when  replaced  by  a Toyota  dealership.  Fie  asked  if  these  changes  would  also  be  documented.  Tilly 
Chang  commented  that  studies  such  as  the  Geary  BRT  Study  do  not  generally  quantify  off-street 
parking  changes,  since  this  impact  is  not  related  to  any  of  the  proposed  alternatives. 

Steve  Ferrario  asked  what  will  happen  to  the  GCAC  after  the  last  meeting  on  September  28,  2006.  Ms. 
Kirschbaum  responded  that  the  decision  about  whether  to  continue  the  GCAC  would  be  made  by  the 
Authority’s  Board,  and  that  input  from  the  GCAC  would  be  solicited  towards  the  end  of  the  Study. 

The  committee  then  discussed  the  possibility  of  moving  the  May  2006  meeting.  A consensus  was 
reached  on  the  date  of  Thursday,  May  18,  2006.  The  committee  also  expressed  interest  in  holding  an 
optional  workshop  in  the  first  or  second  week  of  June  to  prepare  for  the  third  series  of  Public 
Workshops. 

A motion  to  approve  the  road  map  was  made  by  David  Schaefer  and  seconded  by  Michael  Louie.  The 
motion  was  approved  unanimously. 

4.  Summary  of  the  Second  Series  of  Public  Workshops 

Julie  Kirschbaum  distributed  the  workshop  summary,  as  well  as  an  overview  of  other  outreach  activities 
to  date.  She  provided  an  update  of  various  outreach  activities  since  the  December  2005  workshops, 
including  door-to-door  outreach  to  merchants  and  participation  in  several  community  festivals. 
Subsequently,  she  gave  a presented  that  summarized  the  December  workshop  feedback.  After  the 
presentation,  Jim  Misener  asked  what  was  meant  by  “level  of  rail-ready  investment.”  Ms.  Kirschbaum 
responded  that  some  people  advocated  for  more  pre-rail  investment  beyond  the  commitment  to  make 
all  center  running  options  compatible  with  light-rail  vehicle  standards.  Richard  Allman  asked  for  the 
boundaries  of  the  door-to-door  activities.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  responded  that  the  Study  Team  focused 
between  28,h  Avenue  and  Laguna.  Mr.  Allman  suggested  that  similar  outreach  in  the  Tenderloin  would 
be  beneficial.  Bruce  Osteweil  commented  that  door-to-door  merchant  outreach  was  very  labor  and  cost- 
intensive.  He  felt  that  this  provided  the  merchants  with  a disproportionate  say  in  the  study. 

David  Heller  commented  that  Ms.  Kirschbaum’s  characterization  of  the  workshop  feedback  was  not 
accurate.  I le  also  requested  that  staff  distribute  a letter  from  the  Planning  Association  of  the  Richmond 
to  GCAC  members.  Mr.  Heller  indicated  that  the  door-to-door  outreach  was  unethical  and  a waste  ot 
resources.  He  also  indicated  that  Peter  Straus  (MTA)  attempted  to  intimidate  a merchant  by  taking  a 
photograph  of  his  business.  Mr.  Heller  also  submitted  an  article  to  staff  by  Randal  O’Toole  titled,  A 
Desire  Named  Streetcar:  How  Federal  Subsidies  Encourage  Wasteful  Local  Transit  Systems. 

Jean  Fraser  complemented  the  staff  on  the  attempts  to  obtain  merchant  feedback  regarding  the  project. 
She  felt  it  was  justified  given  the  level  of  merchant  advocacy  in  opposition  to  the  project.  She 
encouraged  supporters  of  the  project  to  do  a similar  level  of  advocacy. 
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Bruce  Balshone  commented  that  the  door-to-door  outreach  was  a good  idea  if  it  was  informational, 
because  it  was  a convenient  way  for  merchants  to  participate.  Steve  Ferrario  requested  further 
demographics-based  break-down  of  workshop  participants  (merchants,  residents,  etc.)  He  also 
mentioned  that  during  the  F-Market  project,  efforts  were  made  to  keep  every  organization  between 
Castro  and  Church  Streets  informed  on  the  project. 

Amber  Crabbe  attended  both  series  of  the  public  workshops.  She  stated  that  she  saw  a higher  turnout 
for  the  second  series  of  workshops.  She  also  indicated  that  bicycle  advocates  were  only  requesting 
bicycle  lanes  between  Presidio  and  Arguello,  to  close  a gap  in  the  current  network.  Ms.  Kirschbaum 
indicated  that  although  staff  had  received  this  feedback  from  the  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Coalition 
(SFBC),  the  public  comment  at  the  workshop  was  not  this  specific. 

Jim  Misener  suggested  that  focus  groups  were  an  effective  method  of  obtaining  objective  information 
about  the  alternatives.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  replied  that  several  of  the  community-based  partners  would  be 
hosting  focus  groups  (e.g.,  with  seniors/youth). 

The  Chair  took  public  comment  on  this  item.  Ron  Konopaski,  a long-time  resident  of  the  corridor, 
inquired  as  to  what  options  GCAC  members  had  if  they  opposed  a staff  presentation.  He  also  inquired 
as  to  who  were  the  community-based  partners.  He  expressed  concern  over  the  limited  availability  of 
alternatives  at  the  workshop.  He  also  felt  that  200  participants  and  a 16,000  piece  radius  mailing  were 
insufficient,  given  that  the  Richmond  has  over  60,000  residents.  He  also  commented  that  surface  rail  was 
removed  50  years  ago,  and  suggested  that  an  underground  rapid  transit  line  on  Geary  be  considered.  Ms. 
Kirschbaum  responded  to  his  first  question  by  indicating  that  if  a GCAC  member  disagrees  with  an 
informational  item,  the  member  could  comment  on  the  item.  Should  this  be  an  action  item,  members 
could  vote  not  to  approve  the  item.  The  community-based  partners  include:  La  Voz  Latina  de  la  Ciudad 
Central,  Little  Saigon  Development  Corporation,  Ella  Hill  Hutch  Corporation,  Japantown  Taskforce, 
Chinatown  Community  Development  Corporation,  and  Russian- American  Community  Services. 

Art  Michel  stated  that  the  study  was  on  the  right  track,  although  a lot  of  the  details  still  needed  to  be 
worked  out.  Fie  commented  that  today’s  Chronicle  included  a timely  article  about  the  importance  of 
transportation  to  the  public.  He  also  expressed  concerns  over  the  arrangement  of  the  Authority’s 
Hearing  Room. 

Jackie  Saxon  asked  whether  all  medical  facilities,  the  Police  Department,  and  the  Fire  Department  along 
Geary  have  been  contacted  for  feedback.  She  also  expressed  concerns  that  the  side  BRT  alternative  may 
have  a negative  impact  on  Fire  Department’s  response  time.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  stated  that  meetings  had 
been  set  up  with  Kaiser  and  USF,  and  staff  was  also  working  to  set  up  a meeting  with  UCSF/Mt.  Zion. 
No  contact  with  the  Fire  Department  has  been  made  as  of  yet.  She  also  mentioned  that  in  her  opinion, 
the  side  option  would  facilitate  fire  access,  because  the  lane  would  be  free  of  vehicular  traffic. 

Justin  Roja  from  the  Mayor’s  Office  asked  if  the  more  detailed  workshop  presentation  could  be 
presented  at  community  meetings;  several  presentations  that  he  had  seen  were  more  abbreviated.  He 
also  mentioned  that  the  liaisons  at  the  Mayor’s  office  of  Neighborhood  Services  are  willing  to  share 
their  contact  list  to  encourage  more  participation.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  indicated  that  she  has  given  both 
long  and  short  presentations  in  recent  months,  and  that  she  tailors  the  presentation  length/content 
based  on  the  request  of  her  host  and  the  time  available  on  the  agenda. 

5.  Review  of  FTA  Small  Starts  Program 

Tilly  Chang  distributed  a memo  and  presented  this  item.  She  focused  on  the  proposed  Small  Starts 
regulations,  and  the  highest  priority  comments  that  Authority  staff  planned  to  submit  to  FTA.  After  the 
presentation  Ms.  Chang  encouraged  GCAC  members  to  provide  comments  on  the  program  to  the 
Federal  Transportation  Administration.  She  also  encouraged  members  to  contact  their  Federal 
Representatives  to  thank  them  for  this  program  and  to  encourage  them  to  renew  this  program  in  the 
future. 
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Steve  Boland  inquired  as  to  the  standards  for  local  matching.  He  also  commented  that  1000  riders  per 
day  is  a low  threshold  for  projects.  Ms.  Chang  responded  that  the  regulations  do  call  for  a 20%  local 
match,  but  that  a 50%  match  is  standard  pracdce,  since  the  resources  are  in  such  high  demand.  Darton 
Ito  (MTA)  confirmed  that  the  New  Starts  regulations  also  require  a 20%  match. 

Jim  Misener  asked  whether  S200  million  per  year  was  sufficient.  He  also  asked  if  the  program  precluded 
rail-ready  projects.  Ms.  Chang  indicated  that  small  rail  projects  were  also  eligible  for  this  funding  source. 

Amber  Crabbe  thanked  staff  for  putting  this  item  on  the  agenda,  but  requested  that  future  memos  be 
circulated  in  advance.  She  then  asked  whether  the  very  small  starts  projects  would  be  evaluated  on 
measures  other  than  “pre-approved  for  cost-effectiveness,”  such  as  land  use.  Ms.  Chang  confirmed  that 
cost-effectiveness  was  the  only  criterion. 

Sieve  Boland  asked  whether  the  Transportation  Authorin'  was  working  with  other  large  cities  to  prepare 
comments  tor  FI  A.  Ms.  Chang  stated  that  the  Authority  was  working  closely  with  other  cities  in  the  Bay 
Area  and  had  participated  in  a state- wide  BRT  task  team. 

Amber  Crabbe  recommended  that  GCAC  letters  also  comment  that  more  than  the  current  $200  million 
per  year  is  needed  to  address  demand. 

No  public  comment  was  made  on  this  item. 

6.  Next  Meeting  - March  23,  2006 

The  Geary  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  was  scheduled  to  meet  at  its  normal  meeting  time  on  March 
23,  2006  from  6:00  PM  to  8:00  PM  in  the  Authority’s  hearing  room  at  100  Van  Ness  Avenue,  26,h  Floor. 

7.  Public  Comment 

The  Chair  took  general  public  comment.  Rose  Hilson,  a resident  of  the  corridor,  read  a statement  on 
behalf  of  her  neighbor  Richard  Matzinger.  He  indicated  that  he  knew  nothing  about  the  rail-ready  BRT 
proposal,  though  he  generally  believes  it  is  a good  idea  to  bring  rail  back  to  Geary  Boulevard.  Mr. 
Matzinger  prefers  an  underground  system,  but  would  also  support  a Market  Street  style  rail  project  that 
shares  the  street  with  cars.  He  expressed  concern  about  reducing  parking,  since  Geary  is  already  a 
depressed  area.  Mr.  Matzinger  also  indicated  that  he  no  longer  supports  diagonal  parking,  because  cars 
can  get  damaged  when  parked  in  close  proximity  to  one  another  and  it  is  more  difficult  for  people  to 
access  their  vehicles.  He  concluded  by  encouraging  the  City  to  pursue  as  much  off-street  parking  as  is 
feasible  and  reasonable. 

Ron  Konopaski  stated  that  the  project  is  being  presented  as  a marketing  pitch,  and  that  people  do  not 
respond  well  to  this.  He  also  commented  that  the  workshop  summary  did  not  capture  the  negative 
responses.  He  expressed  concern  that  the  increase  in  Muni  ridership  would  not  be  enough  to  offset  a 
33.3%  to  50%  reduction  in  the  number  of  lanes  on  Geary. 

Steve  Boland  stated  that  one-lane  reduction  is  not  equivalent  to  33.3%  to  50%  of  reduction  in  capacity. 
Staff  clarified  that  no  lane  removal  was  proposed  where  there  is  currently  only  two  lanes  of  traffic.  Jim 
Misener  explained  that  the  VISSIM  and  travel  demand  modeling  would  estimate  the  changes  in  traffic 
volumes,  but  that  taking  a lane  will  not  reduce  through-put  by  33.3%.  He  also  commented  that  a faster 
and  more  reliable  transit  service  would  induce  a mode  shift  by  some  people,  reducing  the  number  of 
auto  trips.  1 1c  recommended  FTA’s  BRT  website  as  a good  source  for  BRT  studies. 

David  I Idler  indicated  that  the  designs  would  eliminate  7-8  parking  spaces  per  block,  and  divert  traffic 
onto  neighborhood  streets.  He  indicated  that  merchants  on  Geary  were  leaving  the  neighborhood 
because  of  these  concerns.  I le  also  mentioned  that  before  any  significant  investments,  Muni  should 
consider  a temporary  pilot  project. 

Jim  Misener  stated  that  one  of  the  goals  of  the  project  was  to  provide  a better  alternative  to  driving  and 
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to  decrease  the  need  for  parking. 

David  Schaefer  stated  that  without  good  transit  options  in  the  Richmond,  people  would  consider 
moving  to  new  Downtown  neighborhoods.  He  also  expressed  concern  that  it  was  faster  to  commute  by 
transit  from  the  East  Bay  than  the  Richmond. 

Michael  Louie  suggested  that  the  second  newsletter  be  available  at  GCAC  meetings.  He  also  asked  if 
staff  was  aware  of  any  before/ after  studies  on  Arguello  Boulevard,  which  was  recently  reduced  by  one 
lane  to  accommodate  a bicycle  facility. 

8.  Adjourn. 

Richard  Allman  moved  to  adjourn  the  meeting,  seconded  by  Michael  Louie. 


06\Draft_Minutes_Meeting_16.doc: 


O:\8RT\Geary\CAC\Meeting  17  • 3.23.C 


Page  5 of  5 


03/20/2006  19:09 


SFCTA 


PAGE  01/02 


4155224829 


AGENDA 


Sun  Franrf*to  County  TVanuportation  Authority 


ion  Van  Ness  Avenue  sjth  Floor 
San  Francisco,  California  94102 
415.522.4600  MX  4 15.522.4829 

!nfo®sfcta.orj;  www.sfota.org 


Geary  Citizens  Advisory  Committee 
Meeting  17  


documents  dept 


Date: 

Location: 

6:00  1. 


6:10  2. 
6:15  3. 


6:40  4. 


6:00  pm  to  8:00  pm,  Thursday,  Match  23,  2006 
100  Van  Ness  Avenue,  26th  Floor 

Introductions/Study  Updates  — INFORMATION 


MAR  2 1 2006 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


The  Chair  will  call  role  and  introduce  agency  staff  and  consultants.  Authority  staff  will 
provide  a brief  study  update  to  apprise  committee  members  of  key  project  work  since 
the  last  meeting. 


Approval  of  Minutes  - ACTION* 


Review  of  Brown  Act  - INFORMATION  + 


The  Authority’s  on-call  legal  consultant,  Nossaman,  Guthner,  Knox  6c  Elliott,  will 
provide  a brief  overview  of  the  Brown  Act  and  how  it  applies  to  the  Geary  Citizens 
Advisory  Committee.  This  item  is  intended  to  inform  newer  members  about  the  Brown 
Act  and  serve  as  a refresher  for  longtime  members.  This  is  an  information  item. 

Evaluation  Framework  - ACTION* 


7:20  5. 


7:45  6. 

7. 

8:00  8. 


The  evaluation  phase  of  the  study  will  focus  on  understanding  the  benefits  and  impacts 
of  each  conceptual  alternative  compared  to  a no-p.tojcct  alternative  and  compared  to 
each  other.  The  proposed  evaluation  framework  was  developed  by  the  inter-agency 
study  team  and  is  grounded  in  the  project  goals.  It  includes  seven  primary  categories: 
Transit  Operations  and  Performance;  Transit  Rider  Experience;  Pedestrian  Safety  and 
Access;  Urban  Design  and  Landscaping;  Traffic  and  Parking  Impacts,  Capital  and 
Operating  Costs;  and  Construction  Impacts.  Qualitative  and  quantitative  metrics  are 
used  in  combination  to  capture  the  key  attributes  of  each  category.  We  ate  seeking 
input  and  approval  of  the  Study’9  Evaluation  Framework. 

Preliminary  Parking  Analysis  - INFORMATION* 

Minimizing  on-strcct  parking  loss  is  a high  priority  for  the  Geary  Corridor  Bus  Rapid 
Transit  (BRT)  Study  and  is  articulated  in  both  the  study  goals  and  the  design  principles. 
Each  unique  combination  of  physical  designs  and  service  plans  was  evaluated  from  Van 
Ness  to  33rd  Avenue.  Changes  in  the  on-strcct  parking  supply  vary  by  design  and 
location.  One  option  increases  the  net  parking  supply  by  3 percent,  while  the  remaining 
four  options  decrease  the  parking  supply  (if  considered  without  mitigations).  Mitigation 
strategics  were  developed  to  off-set  reductions  in  the  parking  supply.  Mitigation 
strategies  include  modifying  the  allocation  of  parking  spaces  by  type  and  time  period; 
converting  metered  parking  on  the  side  streets  from  parallel  to  angled;  modifying  the 
center-running  designs  to  maintain  some  angled  parking;  installing  signage  to  identify 
off-street  parking  lots;  and  identifying  opportunities  for  shared  parking/valct  parking. 
All  of  the  potential  mitigations  will  require  extensive  community  involvement,  in 
addition  to  more  detailed  design  work.  We  are  seeking  input  on  the  preliminary 
parking  analysis  for  the  Geary  Corridor  BRT  Study. 

Next  Meeting  - April  27,  2006 

Public  Comment 

Adjourn 


GCAC  Meeting  Agenda  - 3/23/06 
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* Materials  attached. 
+ Materials  to  be  provided  at  the  meeting. 

This  meeting  location  is  accessible  to  people  who  use  wheelchairs.  Jn  order  to  allow  individuals  with  environmental 
illness  at  multiple  chemical  sensitivity  to  attend  the  meeting,  individuals  are  requested  to  refrain  from  wearing 
perfume  ot  other  scented  products.  All  times  shown  are  for  information  only.  Items  will  be  called  at  the  discretion 
of  the  Chair. 


If  you  prefer  receiving  future  agendas  via  email  instead  of  regular  mail, 
please  send  your  request  toJulie.Kirschbaum@sfcta.org 
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Geary  Citizens  Advisory  Committee 
Meeting  17:  Thursday,  March  23,  2006 

The  meeting  began  at  6:05  PM. 

Present  were  the  following  members:  Richard  Allman,  Bruce  Balshone  (Chair),  Aida  Berkovitz,  Steve 
Boland,  Leslie  Clark,  Amber  Crabbe  (Vice  Chair),  Steve  Ferrario,  Jean  Fraser,  David  Fleller,  Brian 
Larkin,  Michael  Louie,  Jim  Misener,  Bruce  Osterweil,  Diego  Sanchez,  and  Kate  White,  Bobbie  Webb. 

Absent:  Andrew  Green,  David  Schaefer,  Suzanne  Tucker,  and  Rich  Worner 
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1.  Introductions/Study  Updates 

Bruce  Balshone,  Chair,  opened  the  meeting  and  called  role.  Agency  staff  present  included:  Julie 
Kirschbaum  (SFCTA),  Tilly  Chang  (SFCTA),  Jose  Luis  Moscovich  (SFCTA),  Aleksandr  Prodan 
(SFCTA),  Javad  Mirabdal  (MTA)  and  Joshua  Switzky  (Planning  Department).  Consultants  present 
included:  Stanley  S.  Taylor  (Nossaman,  Guthner,  Knox  & Elliott  LLP)  and  Joe  Story  (DKS  Associates). 

Following  introductions,  Julie  Kirschbaum  provided  an  update  on  the  Study’s  progress.  She  indicated 
that  the  modeling  and  related  technical  analyses  were  coming  along  well.  She  also  reviewed  on-going 
direct  outreach  activities  by  staff  and  by  the  Study’s  community-based  partners.  She  concluded  by 
pointing  out  a number  of  handouts  that  were  available  at  the  meeting,  including  a BRT  article  in  the 
latest  SPUR  Newsletter  and  a staff  response  to  a letter  from  the  Planning  Association  of  the  Richmond. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes 

After  receiving  no  questions/comments  from  GCAC  members,  the  Chair  took  public  comment  on  this 
item.  Jackie  Sachs  asked  to  correct  the  spelling  of  her  name.  Kate  White  moved  to  approve  the  February 
23  minutes  as  amended,  seconded  by  Jean  Fraser.  The  minutes  were  approved  with  no  abstentions. 

3.  Review  of  Brown  Act 

Stanley  S.  Taylor,  the  Authority’s  on-call  legal  consultant,  presented  this  item.  Staff  requested  Mr. 
Taylor’s  expertise  to  inform  newer  members  about  the  Brown  Act  and  to  provide  a refresher  for 
longtime  members.  Mr.  Taylor  provided  an  overview  of  the  Brown  Act,  Political  Reform  Act  and 
Section  1090  conflicts,  and  explained  how  these  laws  relate  to  the  GCAC.  The  presentation  included  the 
definition  and  requirements  of  public  meetings  and  the  definition  of  conflict  of  interest. 

Aida  Berkovitz  asked  how  the  conflict  of  interest  laws  apply  to  the  GCAC.  David  Heller  inquired  as  to 
whether  owning  a business  on  Geary  Boulevard  was  considered  a conflict  of  interest.  Mr.  Taylor 
indicated  that  whether  or  not  it  was  a conflict  of  interest  depended  on  the  circumstances.  David  Heller 
stated  for  the  record  that  he  owns  a business  on  Geary  Boulevard  and  is  also  the  president  of  the  Geary 
Boulevard  Merchants’  Association.  Bruce  Balshone  inquired  as  to  whether  Jim  Misener,  who  represents 
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the  Japantown  Taskforce,  had  a conflict  of  interest.  Mr.  Balshone  also  indicated  that  he  has  completed  a 
conflict  of  interest  form  in  the  past  for  other  citizen  advisory  committees.  Mr.  Misener  told  the  GCAC 
that  he  does  nor  own  a business  and  represents  a non-profit  organization.  Mr.  Taylor  stated  that  the 
conflict  of  interest  is  determined  by  the  individual  member,  and  is  addressed  by  identifying  the  conflict 
and  abstaining  from  voting  and  discussion  on  the  relevant  agenda  items.  He  offered  to  correspond  with 
Mr.  Misner  and  Mr.  Heller  individually  if  they  had  additional  questions. 

Bruce  Osterweil  asked  for  a clarification  of  the  definition  of  a GCAC  meeting.  Mr.  Taylor  indicated  that 
a meeting  is  considered  a congregation  of  the  quorum  of  the  members  (1 1 or  more  for  the  GCAC), 
including  any  email  correspondence. 

Ms.  Kirschbaum  asked  if  it  was  acceptable  to  abstain  from  voting  for  an  agenda  item,  if  present  at  the 
meeting,  and  how  such  an  abstention  might  be  counted.  Mr.  Taylor  explained  that  it  is  acceptable  to 
abstain  from  voting  and  that  an  abstention  is  counted  as  a “No”  vote. 

Steve  Ferrario  asked  how  the  Brown  Act  applies  to  staff  versus  committee  members.  Mr.  Taylor 
indicated  that  the  Brown  Act  does  not  focus  on  agency  staff. 

Mr.  Heller  inquired  if  a person  sitting  on  two  committees  dealing  with  different  aspects  of  an  issue  had 
a conflict  of  interest.  Mr.  Taylor  stated  that  it  was  not  considered  a conflict  of  interest. 

Aida  Berkovitz  inquired  about  the  jurisdiction  of  the  law.  Mr.  Taylor  indicated  that  the  Brown  Act  is  a 
law  of  the  State  of  California. 

Brian  Larkin  asked  what  the  proof  of  burden  was  for  conflict  of  interest.  Mr.  Taylor  explained  that  any 
enforcement  usually  is  regulatory,  not  judicial.  He  also  suggested  that  the  members  look  at  prior 
decisions  of  the  Fair  Political  Practices  Commission  for  more  information. 

Jean  Fraser  inquired  as  to  whether  the  Authority  is  governed  by  the  Sunshine  Ordinance.  Mr.  Taylor 
responded  that  the  Authority  was  not  governed  by  the  Sunshine  Ordinance.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  indicated 
that  the  Authority  strives  to  meet  the  spirit  of  the  Sunshine  Act. 

Bobbie  Webb  asked  if  it  would  be  possible  to  obtain  more  information  describing  the  Brown  Act.  Mr. 
Taylor  indicated  that  the  California  Attorney  General’s  website  contains  a booklet  on  the  Brown  Act. 
Ms.  Kirschbaum  indicated  that  she  would  circulate  the  link  to  committee  members. 

Mr.  Heller  asked  whether  sending  an  email  to  fewer  than  five  members  of  the  Committee  was 
acceptable.  Mr.  Taylor  stated  that  it  was  acceptable. 

Ms.  Kirschbaum  inquired  as  to  whether  it  was  appropriate  to  circulate  information-only  articles  via  e- 
mail  amongst  committee  members.  Mr.  Talyor  suggested  it  would  be  better  for  committee  members  to 
send  the  article  to  staff  for  distribution. 

The  Chair  took  public  comment  on  this  item.  Norman  Rolfe  commented  that  parking  issues  may 
present  a conflict  of  interest  for  Geary  merchants  who  indicate  that  losing  parking  will  affect  their 
business. 


4.  Evaluation  Framework 

Julie  Kirschbaum  presented  this  item,  the  underlying  information  for  which  was  included  in  the  meeting 
packet.  She  indicated  that  all  project  alternatives  will  be  evaluated  against  a no-project  alternative,  which 
is  defined  as  a smaller  set  of  improvements  that  would  likely  be  implemented  if  the  BRT  project  did  not 
move  forward.  No-project  improvements  include  low- floor  buses  and  transit  signal  priority  at  existing 
signals. 

Aida  Berkowitz  inquired  as  to  whether  different  simulation  software  can  provide  different  results.  Tilly 
Chang  replied  that  all  transportation  software  draws  from  the  same  principles;  however,  VISSIM  is  well 
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designed  for  transit  projects.  Joe  Story  stated  that  while  other  software  packages  exist,  VISSIM  is  a 
standard  software  package  that  is  used  in  and  is  most  appropriate  for  San  Francisco. 

Jean  Fraser  inquired  as  to  whether  this  framework  captures  the  people  moved  rather  than  just  vehicles 
moved.  Ms.  Fraser  also  mentioned  that  under  “Neighborhood  Livability/Commercial  Viability”  it  would 
be  appropriate  to  look  at  environmental  impacts  of  automobile  pollution.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  responded 
bv  saying  that  the  person-delay  criteria  captures  per  person  changes,  rather  than  just  per  vehicle  changes. 
Ms.  Chang  stated  that  environmental  assessment,  such  as  automobile  pollution,  is  beyond  the  scope  of 
this  study. 

Jim  Misener  inquired  about  the  definition  for  bus  bunching.  He  pointed  out  that  a 1 minute  gap  might 
be  too  long  given  the  proposed  combined  2:5  minute  headway  during  peak  periods.  Ms.  Kirschbaum 
explained  that  the  1 -minute  statistic  accounts  for  buses  traveling  in  close  proximity,  separated  by  no 
more  than  one  traffic  signal  cycle. 

Bruce  Osterweil  commented  that  the  GCAC  never  agreed  that  losing  parking  was  a negative  impact.  He 
pointed  out  that  fewer  parking  spaces  may  mean  fewer  cars  and  better  neighborhood  livability.  Ms. 
Kirschbaum  stated  that  although  the  goals  do  not  directly  address  parking  loss,  they  do  prioritize 
commercial  vitality  and  minimizing  impacts  on  local  businesses.  Ms.  Chang  also  indicated  that  parking 
provides  a safety  buffer  for  pedestrians.  Jean  Fraser  suggested  that  staff  look  at  studies  which  have 
examined  the  relationship  between  parking  and  merchants.  Aida  Berkowitz  indicated  that  some 
businesses  along  Geary  Boulevard  have  closed  and  recommended  that  a simple  economic  study  be  done 
to  determine  whether  the  BRT  Study  has  contributed  to  those  closures.  Ms.  Chang  stated  that  Authority 
staff  has  conducted  some  initial  investigation  on  this  matter  and  found  that  although  some  businesses 
are  leaving,  turnover  is  relatively  quick,  and  lease  rates  are  rising,  pointing  to  a positive  trend.  David 
Heller  objected  to  this  statement  and  listed  several  businesses  that  he  believes  are  leaving  due  to  BRT- 
related  concerns,  including  Cafe  Riggio. 

Steve  Boland  asked  for  clarification  on  “ease  of  operations.”  Ms.  Kirschbaum  explained  that  it  involves 
transit  operators’  perceptions  on  the  qualitative  side,  as  well  as  weaving,  miles  in  mixed  traffic  and  the 
enforceability.  Mr.  Boland  then  asked  what  enforceability  means.  Enforceability  documents  how  likely 
the  design  is  to  be  implemented  as  intended  (i.e.,  level  of  “self-enforcing”).  For  example,  the  center 
alternatives  are  less  likely  to  have  driver  violations  than  the  side  alternative. 

Jim  Misener  commended  the  goals  of  the  study.  He  also  inquired  as  to  whether  these  goals  had  any 
quantitative  values  behind  them.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  stated  that  the  Study  established  a target  goal  of  30% 
improvement  in  transit  travel  time  and  a 50%  improvement  in  reliability.  Ms.  Chang  also  pointed  out 
that  the  Study  defined  qualitative  goals  involved  urban  design,  pedestrian  safety  and  the  street’s  character 
and  identity. 

Amber  Crabbe  inquired  as  to  what  the  no-project  alternative  contained.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  reiterated  that 
if  the  BRT  project  is  not  built,  a smaller  scale  project  could  take  place.  For  the  purposes  of  evaluation, 
the  no-project  includes  the  procurement  of  new  vehicles  and  basic  transit  signal  priority  at  existing 
signals. 

The  Chair  took  public  comment  on  this  item.  David  Schonbrunn  from  TRANSDEF  stated  that 
businesses  leaving  Geary  could  be  a result  of  longer-term  trends  in  rent  or  “hysteria”  caused  by  the 
Merchant’s  Association. 

Barry  Flermanson,  candidate  for  12th  Assembly  District,  indicated  that  the  Geary  BRT  project  should 
benefit  from  lessons  learned  during  the  F-Market  project.  Initially  businesses  in  the  Upper  Castro  were 
very  concerned  about  the  project,  and  some  experienced  adverse  impacts.  However,  after  the  line  was 
completed,  the  neighborhood  was  transformed  and  the  merchants  felt  positive  impacts,  including  an 
inflow  of  tourists.  The  merchant  community  now  believes  that  the  F-line  is  the  “crown  jewel”  of  the 
neighborhood  and  has  delivered  increased  customers  in  a parking  constrained  environment. 
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Sarah  Karlin  sky.  Policy  Director  for  San  Francisco  Planning  & Urban  Research  (SPUR),  thanked  staff 
tor  circulating  the  SPUR  BRT  article  and  highlighted  LA’s  slogan  for  BRT  “fast,  frequent,  and  fabulous.” 
She  also  reiterated  SPUR’s  support  for  the  Study  and  explained  that  advocating  for  rapid  transit  on 
Geary  is  a key  part  of  SPUR’s  Faster  Muni  Campaign. 

Roger  Baseley  commented  that  the  framework  was  excellent.  He  then  emphasized  the  need  to  minimize 
conflicts  between  multiple  modes  of  transportation  along  Geary  Boulevard.  In  his  opinion,  the  center 
alternative  with  side  platforms  would  do  the  most  to  minimize  such  conflicts.  Mr.  Baseley  mentioned 
that  because  rental  units  and  parking  spaces  are  uncoupled,  demand  for  on-street  residential  parking  is 
higher.  He  also  mentioned  that  a consistent  full  corridor  treatment  is  preferable. 

Jamison  Wieser,  a resident  of  the  Castro,  stated  that  due  to  the  lack  of  dependable  public 
transportation,  it  is  difficult  for  many  people  to  go  to  the  Richmond.  He  commented  that  if  Geary 
Boulevard  was  more  accessible,  he  and  others  would  visit  the  area  more  frequently. 

Rose  Hilson  from  the  Jordan  Park  Improvement  Association  complemented  the  framework  and 
expressed  concerns  over  traffic  volumes  on  perpendicular  streets  as  well  as  parallel  streets.  She  asked  to 
include  impacts  on  perpendicular  streets  in  the  study. 

Leah  Shaham  of  the  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Coalition  stated  that  the  coalition  supported  the  BRT  Study 
and  wants  to  see  rapid  transit  in  the  Richmond.  She  encouraged  the  GCAC  to  support  a real  transit 
alternative,  not  a watered  down  compromise,  hlichael  Patrick  Creehan,  a resident  of  the  corridor  (near 
Geary  and  Stanvan),  stated  that  anecdotally,  he  finds  support  for  the  project  among  his  friends  and 
acquaintances. 

Tom  Radulovich,  Executive  Director  of  the  Transportation  for  a Livable  City  and  Chair  of  the  Prop  I< 
Expenditure  Plan  Advisory  Committee,  stated  that  Geary  was  a top  priority  and  he  is  happy  to  see  it 
moving  ahead.  He  urged  the  GCAC  to  consider  rail  alternatives,  since  bus  capacity  may  be  inadequate 
due  to  the  potential  popularity  of  BRT.  He  sited  the  recent  BRT  line  in  the  San  Fernando  Valley  as  an 
example  of  a BRT  line  that  has  3 times  more  riders  than  initially  projected. 

Following  public  comment,  Steve  Ferrario  asked  to  include  “time  to  completion”  in  the  construction 
impacts.  He  also  asked  about  the  schedule  for  purchasing  low  floor  vehicles.  Amber  Crabbe  thanked  the 
public  for  their  comments. 

A motion  to  approve  the  Evaluation  Framework  as  amended  was  made  by  |ean  Fraser  and  was  seconded 
by  Jim  Misener.  The  document  was  approved  with  no  abstentions. 

5.  Preliminary  Parking  Analysis 

Julie  Kirschbaum  presented  this  item  based  on  the  memo  distributed  in  the  agenda  packet.  The 
presentation  was  focused  on  the  parking  impacts  that  different  alternatives  may  have  and  the  mitigation 
measures  that  may  be  used  to  remedy  on-street  parking  loss. 

Aida  Berkowitz  asked  if  it  would  be  possible  to  avoid  decreasing  sidewalk  width  by  eliminating  parking 
on  one  side  of  the  street.  Ms.  Berkowitz  also  inquired  about  back-in  parking  because  it  is  better  for 
cyclists.  Steve  Ferrario  asked  if  it  would  be  possible  to  maintain  the  width  of  current  sidewalks  and  have 
diagonal  parking.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  indicated  that  the  current  width  from  curb  to  curb  was  40  feet.  The 
sidewalk  width  could  be  maintained  if  the  street  was  converted  to  one-way.  She  differed  to  Javad 
Miralxlal  from  the  Municipal  Transportation  Agency  about  the  back-in  parking.  Mr.  Mirabdal  stated  the 
goal  of  diagonal  parking  on  cross  streets  is  to  replace  the  maximum  number  of  parking  spaces  along 
Geary.  Alternatives,  such  as  back-in  parking,  could  be  considered  as  the  concept  is  refined.  Ms. 
Kirschbaum  stated  that  diagonal  parking  also  has  traffic  calming  benefits. 

Amber  Crabbe  inquired  as  to  what  Fillmore  and  Masonic  alternatives  were  used.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  stated 
that  option  1 A used  the  side  alternative  at  Fillmore  and  surface  alternative  at  Masonic.  Options  2A,  2B, 
3 A,  and  3B  used  the  underground  alternative  at  Masonic  and  any  center  option  at  Fillmore,  since  all 
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center  options  have  the  same  parking  configuration.  She  also  commented  that  diagonal  parking  was  very 
scary  for  bicyclists  and  the  safety  implications  should  be  carefully  considered. 

Kate  White  suggested  that  City  CarShare  be  used  as  an  additional  mitigation  measure.  Currently,  the 
only  pod  is  at  8th  and  Clement.  Bruce  Osterweil  stated  that  improved  transit  mobility  could  mean  that 
demand  for  parking  may  decrease.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  responded  that  the  analysis  assumed  demand  was 
constant  and  that  given  the  likelihood  of  latent  demand  for  parking  a mode  shift  to  transit  may  not 
reduce  parking  demand. 

Jim  Misener  requested  that  the  measures  of  success  include  the  number  of  choice  riders  that  are 
attracted  to  the  new  line.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  stated  that  as  a proxy,  most  new  riders  would  be  considered 
choice  riders,  given  that  they  are  currently  using  other  means  to  travel. 

Aida  Berkowitz  asked  if  the  SFCTA  has  conducted  any  analysis  of  on-street  parking  occupancy  off  of 
Geary  Boulevard.  She  also  stated  that  sidewalk  width  should  not  be  used  for  the  benefit  of  parking.  Ms. 
Kirschbaum  indicated  that  Midday  and  PM  peak  turnover  was  studied  only  on  Geary  Boulevard  and  that 
this  analysis  was  presented  to  the  GCAC  as  part  of  the  needs  assessment. 

David  Pleller  stated  that  the  comments  from  the  meeting  seemed  to  be  part  of  the  anti-car  movement 
and  that  a major  shift  away  from  the  automobile  was  not  going  to  happen.  He  also  indicated  that  the 
merchants  of  the  Geary  Merchants  Association  conducted  a poll  of  their  customers  and  stated  that 
most  of  those  surveyed  arrived  by  automobile. 

Leslie  Clark  inquired  as  to  whether  Blue  zones  were  considered  in  the  analysis.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  stated 
that  they  were  considered. 

The  Chair  took  public  comment  on  this  item.  Jackie  Sachs  stated  that  those  with  mobility  impairments 
rely  on  white  zones  for  picking  up/ dropping  off  and  that  diagonal  parking  would  make  it  harder  to  get 
into  and  out  of  cars.  Ms.  Sachs  requested  that  all  such  locations  along  the  corridor  be  identified.  Ms. 
Kirschbaum  clarified  that  all  passenger  (white)  zones  were  not  considered  in  the  analysis  and  were 
identified  on  the  DPT  parking  diagrams. 

Roger  Baseley  commented  that  the  analysis  was  going  in  the  right  direction.  He  recommended  that 
meters  with  various  time  limits  and  off-street  parking  facilities  be  considered.  He  questioned  the  need 
for  parking  meter  operation  after  7 PM. 

6.  Next  Meeting  - April  27,  2006 

The  Geary  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  was  scheduled  to  meet  at  its  normal  meeting  time  on  April  27, 
2006  from  6:00  PM  to  8:00  PM  in  the  Authority’s  hearing  room  at  100  Van  Ness  Avenue,  26th  Floor. 

7.  Public  Comment 

Norman  Rolfe  expressed  concerns  over  one  of  the  handouts  distributed  at  the  meeting  (CATO  Institute 
published  article,  A Desire  Named  Streetcar. . .).  He  questioned  the  funding  source  behind  the  article,  as 
well  as  various  figures  that  the  paper’s  author  mentioned. 

Remi  Tan,  architect,  expressed  his  support  for  the  project  and  indicated  that  the  project  should  have  the 
goal  of  transporting  the  maximum  amount  of  passengers  in  the  quickest  manner  possible. 

Jamison  Wieser  stated  that  narrowed  streets  in  Duboce  triangle  and  the  presence  of  diagonal  parking 
raised  driver  awareness  of  pedestrians  and  bicyclists  and  calmed  traffic.  Mr.  Wieser  also  pointed  out  that 
bulbouts  created  outdoor  eating  spaces  next  to  cafes. 

8.  Adjourn. 

Bruce  Osterweil  moved  to  adjourn  the  meeting,  seconded  by  David  Heller. 
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Location:  100  Van  Ness  Avenue,  26fl1  Floor 

SAN  FRANCISCO 

6:00  1,  Introductions/Study  Updates  - INFORMATION  PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


The  Chair  v,all  call  role  and  introduce  agency  staff  and  consultants.  Authority  staff  will 
provide  a brief  study  update  to  apprise  committee  members  of  key  project  work  since 
the  last  meeting.  - - - _ „ _ , 

, 05-16-0 7 A 09 ; 24  RCVi 

6:10  2.  Approval  of  Minutes  — ACTION* 

6:15  3.  Revised  GCAC  2006  Roadmap  - ACTION  * 

On  February  23,  2006  the  GCAC  approved  a roadmap  that  described  the  GCAC 
meeting  agenda  items  through  the  end  of  the  Study.  Based  on  recent  project 
developments,  wc  are  proposing  a revised  schedule  that  shifts  die  3Icl  Public  Workshop 
Series  to  September  and  allows  more  time  to  complete  the  alternatives  evaluation.  Wc 

are  seeking  input  and  approval  of  the  Revised  GCAC  2006  Roadmap. 

6:30  4.  Evaluation  of  the  Pedestrian  Conditions  and  Urban  Design  - 

INFORMATION* 


Improving  the  pedestrian  conditions  and  the  quality  of  the  streetscape  are  major 
priorities  for  the  BRT  project  and  respond  directly  to  the  needs  assessment  and 
community  feedback  received  to  date.  The  evaluation  of  the  pedestrian  conditions  and 
urban  design  improvements  applies  the  criteria  established  in  the  Evaluation  Framework 
(approved  March  2006)  to  the  prototypical  designs  presented  at  the  second  series  of 
public  workshops.  The  analysis  is  based  on  the  physical  dimensions  of  the  conceptual 
designs,  as  well  as  a qualitative  review  by  agency  staff  and  tine  project  consultants.  Each 
metric  is  described  in  a written  matrix  and  then  assigned  a relative  ranking  1 through  5. 
Generally,  the  build  alternatives  represent  a major  improvement  over  the  no-project. 
Across  alternatives,  the  rankings  varied  by  category  and  location.  Wc  are  seeking  input 
on  the  preliminary  analysis  of  the  access  & pedestrian  safety  and  urban  design 
for  the  Geary  Corridor  BRT  Study. 

7:15  5 . Outreach  Update  from  Community  Partners  (Part  1 of  2)  - INFORMATION 

The  Authority  is  working  with  six  community-based  organizations  (CBOs),  as  part  of 
the  Geary  Multilingual  Outreach  Project.  The  dual  objectives  of  the  project  are  1)  to 
collect  feedback  from  community  stakeholders  on  the  Gearv  BRT  Study  and  2)  to  build 
capacity  within  immigrant  and  minority  communities  to  actively  participate  in  future 
transportation  planning  projects.  The  partner  organizations  include:  Russian  American 
Community  Services,  Chinatown  Community  Development  Center,  Japantown  Task 
Force,  Ella  Hill  Hutch  Community'  Center,  La  Voz  Latina,  and  Little  Saigon 
Development  Association.  At  the  May  meeting,  three  of  the  CBOs  will  present  the 
outreach  activities  they  have  sponsored  to  date  and  the  feedback  they  have  received.  The 
remaining  three  will  present  at  the  subsequent  meeting.  This  is  an  information  item. 
7:45  6.  Next  Meeting  - July  27,  2006 

7.  Public  Comment 
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8:00  8.  Adjourn 

* Materials  attached. 
4-  Materials  to  be  provided,  at  the  meeting. 

This  meeting  location  is  accessible  to  people  who  use  wheelchairs.  In  order  to  allow  individuals  with  environmental 
illness  or  multiple  chemical  sensitivity  to  attend  the  meeting,  individuals  arc  requested  to  refrain  from  wearing 
perfume  or  other  scented  products.  All  times  shown  arc  for  information  only.  Items  will  be  called  at  the  discretion 
of  the  Chair. 


If  you  prefer  receiving  future  agendas  via  email  instead  of  regular  mail, 
please  send  your  request  toJulie.Kitschbaum@sfcta.org 
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Draft  Minutes 


San  Francisco  County  Transportation  Authority 


> Avenue  25TH  Floor 
co,  California  94102 
30  fax  415.522.4829 


Geary  Citizens  Advisory  Committee 
Meeting  18:  Thursday,  May  18,  2006 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 


SEP  1 2 2006 


The  meeting  began  at  6:10  PM. 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


Present  were  the  following  members:  Richard  Allman,  Bruce  Balshone  (Chair),  Steve  Boland,  Amber 
Crabbe  (Vice  Chair),  Steve  Ferrario,  David  Heller,  Brian  Larkin,  Jim  Misener,  Bruce  Osterweil,  Diego 
Sanchez,  Andrew  Green,  David  Schaefer,  Suzanne  Tucker,  and  Bobbie  Webb. 

Absent:  Aida  Berkovitz,  Leslie  Clark,  Jean  Fraser,  Michael  Louie,  Kate  White,  and  Rich  Worner. 

Transportation  Authority:  Julie  Kirschbaum  (Senior  Transportation  Planner),  Tilly  Chang  (Deputy 
Director  for  Planning)  and  Zabe  Bent  (Senior  Transportation  Planner). 

1.  Introductions/Study  Updates 

Bruce  Balshone,  Chair,  opened  the  meeting  and  called  role.  Agency  staff  present  included:  Julie 
Kirschbaum  (SFCTA),  Tilly  Chang  (SFCTA),  Zabe  Bent  (SFCTA),  Peter  Straus  (MTA),  Karl  Natvig 
(MTA),  Peter  Albert  (BART),  and  Ken  Rich  (Planning  Department).  Consultants  present  included 
Donna  Pittman  (Pittman  & Associates). 

Following  introductions,  Julie  Kirschbaum  provided  an  update  on  the  Study’s  progress.  She  explained 
that  the  April  meeting  was  canceled  to  allow  more  time  for  the  modeling  work  and  to  prepare  the 
qualitative  analysis.  She  also  indicated  that  on-going  direct  outreach  continued  to  be  a priority.  Recent 
meetings  included  the  Clement  Street  Merchants  Association  and  a joint  Van  Ness  and  Geary  BRT 
update  with  the  Transportation  and  Land  Use  Coalition  (TALC). 

Tilly  Chang  updated  the  group  on  a series  of  in-person  and  written  exchanges  with  local  transportation 
advocates  (SPUR,  SFBC,  Rescue  Muni,  Livable  Cities  and  Walk  SF).  This  group’s  initial  correspondence 
was  copied  to  the  GCAC  and  raised  several  concerns  including  how  complete  streets  principles  and  light 
rail  were  being  incorporated  into  the  Study.  Ms.  Chang  outlined  the  Authority’s  response  which  included 
a review  of  what  the  Study  is  already  addressing  including  the  integration  of  pedestrian  and  bicycle 
access,  the  rail  ready  analysis,  and  the  2025  BRT  and  light  rail  cost  and  ridership  projections.  She  also 
explained  two  additional  pieces  of  work  that  staff  agreed  to  carry  out:  1)  a case  study  analysis  of  peak 
hour  capacity  of  comparable  North  American  and  European  BRT  systems,  and  2)  a policy  document  to 
be  completed  after  the  BRT  study  that  will  evaluate  what  would  be  needed  in  terms  of  additional 
funding,  city  priorities,  etc  to  implement  a second  phase  light  rail  project  on  Geary. 

Suzanne  Tucker  asked  if  there  were  before  and  after  studies  conducted  along  3rd  Street  related  to 
economic  impacts.  Jim  Misener  asked  if  the  City  had  a policy  to  transition  to  light  rail  on  Geary.  Ms. 
Chang  explained  that  the  City  does  not  currently  have  the  resources  or  an  official  policy  to  transition  to 
light  rail  on  Geary. 

Richard  Allman  asked  what  role  the  community  partners  were  playing  in  the  outreach  process  and 
recommended  an  update  on  all  of  the  outreach  feedback.  Andrew  Green  asked  directly  compensate 
merchants  for  short-term  economic  impacts  would  require  a legal  change  or  just  a policy  change. 
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Bruce  Balshone  asked  why  Muni  had  taken  the  lead  on  the  3nl  Street  light  rail  project,  while  the 
Authority  is  taking  the  lead  on  the  Geary  BRT  project.  Ms.  Chang  indicated  that  the  Authority  Board 
had  requested  that  staff  take  the  lead  on  this  project  due  to  capacity  constraints  at  MTA  and  because  it 
is  a high  priority  in  the  Prop  K Expenditure  Plan.  One  of  the  Authority’s  strengths  is  our  ability  to  bring 
in  multiple  agencies,  which  is  critical  for  such  a multi-disciplinary  project. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes 

Steve  Boland  pointed  out  that  Leah  Shahum’s  name  was  spelled  incorrecdy.  He  also  asked  for 
clarification  on  the  diagonal  parking  discussion  on  side  streets.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  explained  that  there  was 
not  enough  room  to  have  diagonal  parking  on  a two-way  street  that  was  only  40  ft  wide.  The  Chair  took 
public  comment  on  this  item.  Roger  Bazeley  pointed  out  that  his  name  was  also  spelled  incorrectly. 
Bruce  Osterweil  moved  to  approve  the  March  18  minutes  with  the  spelling  corrections,  seconded  by 
Brian  Larkin.  The  minutes  were  approved  with  no  abstentions. 

3.  Revised  GCAC  2006  Roadmap 

Julie  Kirschbaum  presented  this  item.  She  reviewed  the  staff  recommendation  that  the  GCAC  schedule 
be  expanded  to  allow  more  time  to  finalize  the  quantitative  analysis,  which  requires  the  development  of 
both  Synchro  and  VISSIM  models  for  each  of  the  proposed  alternatives.  As  part  of  her  presentation, 
she  reviewed  the  proposed  meeting  agenda  for  the  subsequent  GCAC  meetings  through  fall  2006. 

Steve  Ferrario  suggested  that  the  rail-ready  item  and  the  2025  BRT/LRT  item  scheduled  for  October  26 
be  action  items.  He  expressed  frustration  that  the  GCAC  has  not  had  enough  opportunity  to  give  input 
and  formally  accept  the  Study’s  technical  analysis.  He  requested  an  opportunity  to  take  action  on  items 
as  they  are  presented,  rather  than  wait  for  the  Final  Report. 

Steve  Boland  expressed  concern  that  the  October  agenda  was  too  ambitious  and  suggested  that  a full 
meeting  was  needed  for  the  GCAC  to  weigh  in  on  tradeoffs.  Suzanne  Tucker  stated  her  support  for  Mr. 
Boland’s  suggestion,  emphasizing  that  the  GCAC  represented  a variety  of  constituencies  and  was  well 
suited  for  this  type  of  discussion.  Staff  agreed  to  dedicate  a meeting  to  discussing  tradeoffs  by  preparing 
several  possible  phasing/implementation  approaches  for  the  GCAC  to  debate  and  take  action. 

Jim  Misener  made  a motion  to  amend  the  Roadmap  to  include  a special  meeting  to  evaluate  tradeoffs 
and  to  change  Part  2 of  the  evaluation,  the  rail  ready  item,  and  the  2025  BRT/LRT  information  items  to 
actions.  This  motion  extended  the  GCAC  meeting  schedule  to  January  2007. 

The  Chair  took  public  comment  on  this  item.  Howard  Strassner  asked  for  clarification  on  the  definition 
of  rail-reach'.  He  also  questioned  how  it  would  impact  the  boundaries  of  a BRT  stud}-.  In  addition  re 
recommended  that  a transit  service  with  more  short-turns  was  the  best  way  to  operate  bus  service  on 
Geary. 

Roger  Bazeley  reinforced  Steve  Boland’s  suggestion  to  have  a meeting  dedicated  to  evaluating  tradeoffs. 
He  also  asked  about  land  use  trends  over  the  next  30-years.  Mr.  Bazeley  concluded  by  expressing 
concern  that  the  study  focus  on  implementing  a state-of-the-art  BRT  system  with  a real  urban  design 
and  landscaping  investment. 

George  Diaz,  a candidate  for  District  6 Supervisor,  commented  that  a BRT  project  on  Geary  would  be  a 
main  focus  of  his  campaign  and  he  also  supported  the  need  for  a subway  downtown,  with  a surface 
LRT  in  the  rest  of  the  corridor.  David  Heller  questioned  how  the  Geary  project  impacts  District  6. 
Richard  Allman  explained  that  the  Geary  goes  through  many  districts  and  directly  impacts  Districts  6,  5, 
1,  2 and  3. 

Jim  Misener  questioned  whether  a second  phase  light  rail  project  was  needed  on  Geary.  He  requested 
that  staff  consider  the  deployment  of  the  BR  T project  as  a final  phase  for  transit  on  Geary. 
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After  public  comment  closed,  the  Chair  called  for  a vote  on  the  amended  roadmap.  The  motion  carried 
with  1 3 in  favor  and  1 apposed. 

4.  Evaluation  of  Transit  Rider  Experience,  Pedestrian  Conditions  and  Urban  Design 

Julie  Kirschbaum  presented  this  item  by  walking  the  GCAC  through  a power  point  presentation,  which 
highlighted  the  key  findings  from  the  qualitative  analysis  of  transit  rider  experience,  access  and 
pedestrian  safety,  and  urban  design  conditions. 

Following  the  presentation  Amber  Crabbe  asked  if  the  analysis  assumed  bicyclists  would  be  in  the  bus 
lane  or  the  traffic  lane  adjacent  to  the  bus  lane  for  the  side  alternative.  She  recommended  considering 
bicyclists  in  the  bus  lane. 

Richard  Allman  asked  if  Muni  was  considering  different  uses  for  the  existing  bus  yard  at  Masonic.  Peter 
Straus  from  MTA  indicated  that  Muni  has  no  plans  to  vacate  the  bus  yard,  but  might  consider  adding 
other  uses. 

David  Heller  expressed  concern  that  the  designs  did  not  include  parking  from  Masonic  to  Collins,  citing 
specific  businesses  that  would  be  hurt  by  such  a decision.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  explained  that  there  was 
parking  on  that  block  in  both  of  the  proposed  designs. 

Julie  Kirschbaum  commented  that  the  property  manager  for  the  Mervyn’s  mall  had  indicated  a 
preference  for  the  second  Masonic  design,  which  brings  auto  traffic  to  the  surface,  because  of  the 
increased  mall  visibility  the  design  would  provide  to  drivers.  Mr.  Heller  expressed  concerns  that  the 
Authority  had  met  and  gotten  feedback  from  the  property  manager  at  Mervyn’s,  but  had  not  spoken  to 
small  businesses  around  Masonic.  Jim  Misener  commented  that  increased  transit  ridership  would  also 
benefit  the  mall. 

Steve  Boland  asked  if  sidewalk  access  or  an  attendant  could  be  incorporated  into  the  M2.  Masonic 
underground  design  to  enhance  security.  He  also  commented  that  the  dedicated  right  turn  lane  in  the 
underground  design  seemed  unnecessary. 

Bobbie  Webb  asked  where  construction  would  start.  Julie  Kirschbaum  indicated  that  the  Study  would  be 
making  phasing  recommendations,  and  that  the  GCAC  would  weigh  in  on  these  recommendations  in 
November. 

Amber  Crabbe  concurred  with  the  staff  analysis  of  the  security  issues  in  the  underground  Masonic 
design.  She  distinguished  it  from  the  Muni  Metro  which  has  more  frequent  service  and  more  passenger 
activity.  Diego  Sanchez  asked  why  an  underground  station  at  Masonic  had  to  be  barrier  free.  Ms. 
Kirschbaum  explained  that  the  current  underpass  was  not  deep  enough  to  allow  room  for  a mezzanine 
level  for  fare  collection.  Karl  Natvig  from  MTA  indicated  that  security  could  be  enhanced  through 
cameras  in  underground  stations. 

Steve  Ferrario  commented  that  the  underpass  alternative  that  was  developed  was  different  than  the 
original  Rescue  Muni  proposal,  which  had  even  larger  plazas.  He  asked  why  the  full  plan  was  not 
considered.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  responded  that  the  alternative  developed  was  a compromise,  which  could 
be  considered  a possible  first  phase  to  a more  elaborate  design.  The  proposed  alternative  is  more 
consistent  in  terms  of  price  and  implementation  time  than  the  original  proposal. 

Ms.  Kirschbaum  also  clarified  for  the  GCAC  that  the  Rescue  Muni  design  does  not  eliminate  the  trench; 
it  moves  it  out  one  block  on  either  side  of  Steiner  and  Webster.  Jim  Misener  reinforced  the  need  for  the 
compromise  and  indicated  his  support  for  what  was  developed. 

Steve  Boland  commented  that  the  fill  options  do  not  improve  Geary  at  Fillmore.  Explaining  that 
bringing  the  traffic  to  street  level  would  make  it  feel  like  a very  wide  street  (e.g.,  Van  Ness  Avenue).  Ken 
Rich  from  the  Planning  Department  commented  that  there  was  a tradeoff  between  the  fill  and  plaza 
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options,  with  the  till  options  significantly  improving  the  Webster  intersection.  He  also  encouraged  Steve 
Boland  to  consider  the  designs  more  similar  to  Octavia  Boulevard,  rather  than  Van  Ness  Avenue. 

Bruce  Osterweil  asked  why  staff  had  not  considered  the  option  to  expand  the  trench  and  build  larger 
plazas.  Tilly  Chang  commented  that  it  was  an  order  of  magnitude  more  expensive. 

Amber  Crabbe  commented  that  it  was  misleading  to  add  the  scores  from  each  sub-criterion,  since  some 
might  be  more  important  than  others.  She  recommended  a weighting  strategy,  if  the  scores  were  going 
to  be  summed. 

The  Chair  took  public  comment  on  this  item.  Roger  Bazeley  indicated  his  preference  for  F2.  Center 
Boulevard  BRT,  which  fills  in  the  underpass.  At  Masonic,  he  encouraged  staff  to  pursue  a direct 
connection  with  the  Mervyn’s  mall.  In  addition,  he  presented  a petition  of  support  from  the  Washington 
High  School  PTA.  The  petition  included  a preference  for  the  center  alignment  and  several  caveats 
related  to  pedestrian  safety  features. 

Eric  Scott  commented  that  the  underground  stations  would  be  beneficial  in  increment  weather. 

Howard  Strassner  commented  that  the  metric  for  maximum  number  of  lanes  between  a pedestrian 
refuge  should  be  3 lanes,  rather  than  4.  In  addition,  he  suggested  that  refuge  islands  should  be  at  least  5- 
6 ft  and  that  the  final  BRT  designs  should  avoid  left  and  right  turn  pockets  at  the  same  location.  He  also 
commented  that  bicyclists  should  not  be  permitted  to  ride  in  the  bus  lane,  because  it  would  slow  down 
the  buses. 

lack  Rhiel  asked  how  bus  traffic  would  be  maintained  if  either  of  the  fill  options  were  implemented  at 
Fillmore. 

5.  Outreach  Update  from  Community  Partners 

Zabe  Bent,  Senior  Planner  at  the  Authority,  gave  an  overview  for  the  Geary  Multilingual  Outreach 
project  and  introduced  the  community  partners  who  would  be  sharing  their  process  and  feedback.  Tilly 
Chang  added  that  the  Multilingual  Project  is  funded  with  a $198,000  Caltrans  Environmental  Justice 
Planning  Grant.  The  three  presenters  were  Jerry  Burstein  from  the  Litde  Saigon  Development 
Association  (LSDA),  Bobbie  Lopez  from  La  Voz  Latina,  and  Nick  Buick  from  the  Russian  American 
Community  Services  (RACS). 

Bruce  Osterweil  asked  for  clarification  from  Nick  Buick  about  why  so  much  of  the  feedback  related  to 
traffic  impacts,  if  90%  of  his  clients  were  transit  dependent.  Mr.  Buick  clarified  that  his  outreach  has 
extended  to  many  different  types  of  community  stakeholders,  in  addition  to  the  seniors  he  serves  in  the 
meals  program. 

Bruce  Boland  asked  why  the  LSDA  feedback  included  general  comments  about  Muni.  Mr.  Burstein 
clarified  that  some  audiences  used  the  opportunity  to  share  input  on  both  the  BRT  project  and  other 
transit  needs.  Diego  Sanchez  confirmed  Mr.  Burstein’s  feedback,  that  bus  stop  removal  was  a 
contentious  issue  in  the  Tenderloin/Little  Saigon  Community. 

At  the  end  of  this  item,  Andrew  Green  announced  his  resignation  from  the  GCAC  because  he  recently 
graduated  from  I lastings  Law  School  and  is  taking  a job  in  Hong  Kong.  The  committee  wished  him  the 
best  and  thanked  him  for  his  participation. 

Amber  Crabbe  requested  a review  of  meeting  rules  of  order. 

6.  Next  Meeting  - July  27,  2006 

The  Geary  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  is  next  scheduled  to  meet  on  Thursday,  July  27  from  6:00  PM 
to  K:<l()  PM  in  the  Authority’s  conference  room  at  100  Van  Ness  Avenue,  26,h  Floor. 
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7.  Public  Comment 


Before  adjourning  the  meeting,  the  Chair  took  general  public  comment.  Roger  Bazeley  commented  that 
there  was  a disconnect  between  the  work  Muni  does  and  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic. 
Frequently  projects  lack  proper  safety  markings. 

8.  Adjourn. 

Bruce  Osterweil  moved  to  adjourn  the  meeting,  seconded  by  Jim  Misener. 
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Geary  Citizens  Advisory  Committee 
Meeting  19 


Date:  6:00  pm  to  8:00  pm,  Thursday,  July  27,  2006 

Location;  100  Van  Ness  Avenue,  26Th  Floor 
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Introductions /Study  Updates  - INFORMATION*  3/^  FRANCISCO 

The  Chair  will  call  role  and  introduce  agency  staff  and  consultants.  Authority  slaffKviB^^ 
provide  a brief  study  update  to  apprise  committee  members  of  key  project  work  since 
the  last  meeting,  including  changes  to  the  study  timeline  and  the  GCAC  meering 
schedule. 

• 07-25-0 7 AOS : 00  RCVD 

Approval  of  Minutes  - ACTION+ 

Meeting  Ground  Rules  - INFORMATION H* 

At  the  request  of  GCAC  members,  Authority  staff  has  prepared  an  updated  set  of 
meeting  ground  rules  intended  to  promote  fairness  and  efficiency,  while  minimizing 
disruptions.  Staff  will  briefly  review  the  meeting  ground  rules  with  committee  members 
and  address  questions  and  concerns.  This  is  an  information  item. 

Vice  Chair  Elections  - ACTION 

With  Amber  Crabbe's  resignation,  the  GCAC  is  in  need  of  a new  Vice  Chair.  The  Vice 
Chair  facilitates  the  meeting  if  the  Chair  is  absent,  and  works  with  the  Chair  and  staff  to 
prepare  for  meetings.  As  part  of  this  agenda  item,  staff  will  solicit  nominations  and  ask 
each  candidate  to  tell  the  Committee  why  they  would  excel  in  this  leadership  role.  The 
GCAC  will  then  vote  on  a Vice  Chair  based  on  the  nominations  received.  We  are 
seeking  GCAC  approval  of  a Geary  Corridor  BRT  Study  Vice  Chair. 

Outreach  Update  from  Community  Farmers  Part  2 - INFORMATION 

The  Authority  is  working  with  six  community-based  organizations  (CBOs),  as  part  of 
the  Geary  Multilingual  Outreach  Project  in  an  effort  to  collect  feedback  and  build 
capacity'  within  immigrant  and  minority  communities  to  actively  participate  in  future 
transportation  planning  projects.  The  partner  organizations  include:  Russian  American 
Community'  Services,  Chinatown  Community  Development  Center,  japantown  Task 
Force,  Ella  Hill  Hutch  Community  Center,  La  Voz  Larina,  and  Little  Saigon 
Development  Association.  At  the  May  meeting,  three  of  the  community  partners 
presented  the  outreach  activities  they  have  sponsored  and  the  feedback  they  have 
received  to  date.  The  July  meeting  will  include  a brief  progress  report  on  the  overall 
project  objectives  and  a presentation  from  the  Chinatown  Community'  Development 
Center.  This  is  an  information  item. 

Evaluation  of  Alternatives  Part  2 - ACTION* 

SF-CHAMP,  the  Authority’s  regional  travel  forecasting  model,  was  used  to  understand 
existing  travel  patterns  in  the  Geary  corridor  and  to  document  several  of  the  Study’s 
measures  of  evaluation,  including  ridership,  job  accessibility,  and  traffic  diversions.  Of 
the  key  findings,  the  model  estimates  a significant  increase  in  Geary  ridership  based  on 
the  proposed  BRT  alternatives;  the  Center  BRT  with  both  local  and  limited  service  in 
the  busway  shows  the  greatest  ridership  increase.  A second  kev  finding  is  diat  access  to 
jobs  by  transit  increases  significantly  for  all  BRT  alternatives,  with  negligible  loss  in  job 
accessibility  by  auto.  Finally,  the  travel  forecast  estimates  that  less  than  1 /3  of  traffic  will 
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divert  off  of  Geary  in  the  with -project  scenarios,  and  that  the  pattern  of  diversions  is 
predictable  and  not  severe.  The  majority  of  traffic  diverts  outside  of  the  Geary  Corridor 
and/or  onto  arterial  streets  such  as  California  Street.  Traffic  on  local  streets  is  estimated 
to  increase  by  12  percent  or  less.  We  arc  seeking  input  and  approval  of  the 
preliminary  travel  demand  forecasting  results  for  the  Geary  Corridor  BRT  Study. 

Next  Meeting  - September  28,  2006 

7. 

Public  Comment 

8:00  8. 

Adjourn 

* Materials  attachcd- 
+ Materials  to  be  prodded  at  the  meeting. 

This  meeting  location  is  accessible  to  people  who  use  wheelchairs.  In  order  to  allow  individuals  with  environmental 
illness  or  multiple  chemical  sensitivity  to  attend  the  meeting,  individual?  arc  requested  to  refrain  from  wearing 
perfume  or  other  scented  products.  All  times  shown  are  for  information  only.  Items  will  be  called  at  the  discretion 
of  the  Chair. 


If  you  prefer  receiving  future  agendas  via  email  instead  of  tegular  mail, 
please  send  your  request  to  Julie.Kirschbaurn@sfcta.org 


onBRncMryvCAaMeew 


l?  • 7.27.06\M?etlnR  19  Agenda. doc 


Page  2 of  2 


San  Francisco  County  Transportation  Authority 

too  Van  Ness  Avenue  26th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  California  94102 
voice  415.522.4800  fax  415.522.4829 
info@sfcta.org  www.sfcta.org 

Draft  Minutes 

GOVERNMENT 
DOCUMENTS  DEPT 

Geary  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  DEC  "8  2015 

Meeting  19:  Thursday,  July  27,  2006 

SAN  FRANCISCO 

The  meeting  began  at  6:05  PM.  PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

Present  were  the  following  members:  Richard  Allman,  Bruce  Balshone  (Chair),  Aida  Berkovitz,  Steve 
Boland,  Leslie  Clark,  Steve  Ferrario,  David  Heller,  Brian  Larkin,  Michael  Louie,  Jim  Misener,  Bruce 
Osterweil,  Diego  Sanchez,  David  Schaefer,  Kate  White,  and  Rich  Worner.. 

Absent:  Jean  Fraser,  Suzanne  Tucker,  and  Bobbie  Webb. 

Transportation  Authority:  Julie  Kirschbaum  (Senior  Transportation  Planner),  Jose  Luis  Moscovich 
(Executive  Director),  Billy  Charlton  (Principal  Planner),  Zabe  Bent  (Senior  Transportation  Planner), 
Ajay  Martin  (Transportation  Planner),  and  Mary  Brown  (Intern). 

1.  Introductions/Study  Updates 

Bruce  Balshone,  Chair,  opened  the  meeting  and  called  role.  Agency  staff  present  included:  Julie 
Kirschbaum,  Jose  Luis  Moscovich,  Billy  Charlton,  Zabe  Bent,  Ajay  Martin,  and  Mary  Brown  from 
SFCTA;  Mariam  Morley  from  the  City  Attorney’s  Office;  and  Paul  Bignardi,  Javad  Mirabdal,  and  Karl 
Natvig  from  MTA.  Consultants  present  included  Donna  Pittman  (Pittman  & Associates)  and  Helen 
Kwan  (Chinatown  Community  Development  Corporation). 

Julie  Kirschbaum  provided  an  update  regarding  the  Study’s  schedule  and  progress.  She  began  by 
reviewing  the  updated  GCAC  meeting  schedule,  pointing  out  that  an  additional  meeting  was  added  in 
September  2006  to  present  the  results  of  the  micro-simulation  modeling  results.  She  also  indicated  that 
the  GCAC  would  review  the  Final  Report  in  February  2006  and  that  third  series  of  public  workshops 
would  occur  in  October  [NOTE:  the  workshop  dates  have  since  shifted  to  early  November]. 

Ms.  Kirschbaum  then  indicated  that  the  Study  had  reached  a major  milestone  in  terms  of  modeling 
work,  which  would  be  presented  in  a later  item.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  also  gave  an  update  of  outreach 
activities  and  community  presentations;  this  included  presentations  to  the  Tenderloin  Futures 
Collaborative,  St.  Francis  Square,  Self  Help  for  the  Elderly,  Planning  Association  for  the  Richmond,  and 
the  Japantown  Merchants  Association.  Outreach  activities  also  included  completion  of  a 1,200  person 
survey  of  transit  riders  conducted  at  Geary  bus  stops.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  announced  the  July  30  District  1 
Town  Hall,  which  will  include  a discussion  of  the  Geary  BRT  Study. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes 

Bruce  Osterweil  moved  to  approve  the  May  18  minutes,  seconded  by  Jim  Misener.  The  minutes  were 
approved  with  no  abstentions.  No  public  comment  was  received  on  this  item. 
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3.  Meeting  Ground  Rules 

Julie  Kirschbaum  presented  this  item  by  reading  through  the  meeting  ground  rules  handout  distributed 
at  the  meeting.  She  pointed  out  that  this  item  was  added  to  the  agenda  at  the  request  of  GCAC 
members  at  the  May  2006  meeting.  The  ground  rules  are  intended  to  facilitate  efficient  and  fair 
meetings. 

Steve  Ferrario  asked  why  ground  rule  #7  did  not  also  require  the  Chair  to  take  questions  and  comments 
from  Committee  members  on  all  items.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  clarified  that  committee  discussions  were 
addressed  in  #6.  Mr.  Ferrario  further  commented  that  he  would  have  liked  to  raise  an  issue  during  the 
first  agenda  item:  Introductions/Study  Update,  but  there  was  no  committee  discussion.  The  Chair 
agreed  to  revisit  this  item. 

Steve  Ferrario  also  asked  for  clarification  about  ground  rule  #2,  commenting  that  it  was  different  than 
the  City’s  rules.  Miriam  Morley,  from  the  City  Attorney’s  Office,  clarified  that  in  order  to  take  action  on 
an  item  within  the  city  system  you  need  the  majority  of  the  members  of  the  board;  whereas  SFCTA 
ground  rules  require  action  items  to  be  affirmed  by  a majority  of  the  committee  members  present.  She 
explained  that  the  different  rule  comes  from  the  fact  that  the  Authority  is  not  part  of  City  and  County; 
it  is  a separate  government  entity. 

The  Chair  took  public  comment  on  this  item.  Roger  Bazeley  commented  that  because  some  items  get  an 
excess  of  discussion,  other  items  at  the  end  of  the  agenda  do  not  always  get  enough  time.  He 
encouraged  the  Chair  to  keep  the  meeting  on  schedule  so  that  Committee  members  could  focus  on 
public  input  for  all  agenda  items. 

Following  public  comment,  Richard  Allman  suggested  adding  a tenth  ground  rule  that  emphasized  the 
importance  of  respecting  public  input.  The  Chair  suggested  also  adding  additional  language  about 
respecting  staff. 

4.  Vice  Chair  Elections 

Julie  Kirschbaum  began  this  item  by  indicating  that  committee  members  Amber  Crabbe  and  Andrew 
Green  had  resigned  since  the  last  meeting  and  thanking  them  for  their  participation.  Ms.  Crabbe’s 
resignation  meant  that  the  vice-chair  position  was  vacant. 

Richard  Allman  expressed  surprise  that  there  was  not  a yearly  election  on  chair  and  vice  chair.  Jose  Luis 
Moscovich  explained  that  the  Authority  Board  action  that  created  the  GCAC  did  not  specify  a term  limit 
for  the  chair  or  vice  chair  position,  which  is  consistent  with  Authority  practice  regarding  advisory 
committees  with  project-specific  and  time -limited  mandates.  The  indicated  that  the  committee  has  the 
flexibility  to  decide  on  when/if  it  re-elected  these  positions.  David  Heller  indicated  his  support  for  Mr. 
Allman’s  comment  and  recommended  voting  for  the  chair  position  at  the  same  time  as  the  vote  for  the 
vice-chair  position.  He  stated  that  an  election  for  a Chair  could  improve  the  integrity  of  the  “tainted 
committee.”  Steve  Ferrario  asked  for  clarification  on  whether  or  not  the  committee  would  sunset  in 
February  2006.  Julie  Kirschbaum  indicated  that  the  decision  would  be  made  by  the  Authority  Board  and 
that  GCAC  members  would  also  have  an  opportunity  to  weigh  in  on  the  issue.  Bruce  Osterweil  and  Jim 
Misener  suggested  postponing  the  Chair  re-election  until  after  the  Final  Report,  if  the  GCAC  were  to 
remain  active. 

Richard  Worner  stated  that  in  other  committees  the  Chair  changes  annually  and  that  one  side  might  be 
heard  better  if  there  were  a different  Chair.  Aida  Berkovitz  commented  that  changing  the  Chair  is  not 
of  great  importance.  David  Heller  disagreed.  He  stated  that  the  Chair  had  made  up  his  mind  and  stated 
his  belief  that  the  committee  needed  a neutral  chair.  He  indicated  that  he  and  others  would  feel 
comfortable  with  new  leadership  and  urged  GCAC  members  to  reconsider. 

Bruce  Balshone  opened  nomination  for  vice  chair.  Steve  Ferrario  nominated  David  Schaefer,  Aida 
Berkovitz  seconded.  Bruce  Osterweil  nominated  Kate  White,  Steve  Boland  seconded;  Brian  Larkin 
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nominated  David  Heller,  Rich  Worner  seconded.  Aida  Berkovitz  nominated  Bruce  Osterweil,  Brian 
seconded.  Richard  Allman  nominated  Jim  Misener,  Steve  Ferrario  seconded. 

Before  the  voting  began,  staff  clarified  that  committee  would  vote  on  each  candidate,  in  the  order  that 
nominations  were  received  until  someone  receives  a majority  of  votes.  Subsequendy,  Bruce  Osterweil 
and  Jim  Misener  withdrew  their  names.  This  left  David  Schaefer,  Kate  White  and  David  Heller  as  the 
remaining  candidates;  they  each  got  two  minutes  to  state  their  case. 

David  Schaefer  stated  that  he  lives  on  Geary  and  11th  Avenue  and  that  he  understands  the  issues  from 
many  perspectives:  he  is  not  a merchant,  but  shops  in  the  neighborhood;  he  rides  the  bus,  but  is  not 
with  Rescue  Muni;  and  he  rides  a bike,  but  he  is  not  a member  of  the  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Coalition. 
He  closed  by  telling  the  group  that  he  was  fair  and  open-minded  and  would  evaluate  the  BRT  project  in 
part  based  on  the  benefits  and  impacts  it  would  provide  his  children. 

Kate  White  stated  that  she  is  a resident  of  the  Mission,  who  uses  Muni  everyday,  along  with  less 
frequent  use  of  City  Carshare  and  her  bicycle.  She  has  13  years  of  professional  experience  in 
organizational  management  and  urban  planning  and  has  helped  facilitate  hundreds  of  meeting.  Her 
major  goal  as  the  vice  chair  would  be  to  keep  the  group  focused.  She  is  currently  the  Executive  Director 
of  the  San  Francisco  Urban  Land  Institute  and  is  interested  in  the  project  goals  of  both  stable  ridership 
and  neighborhood  livability  and  commercial  vitality. 

After  Ms.  White’s  comments,  David  Heller  withdrew  his  name  and  commented  that  he  did  not  think 
someone  who  lives  in  the  Mission  should  make  decisions  about  Geary. 

On  the  first  round  of  voting,  David  Schaefer  received  the  majority  of  votes  (eight  votes)  and  was 
elected  the  new  Vice-Chair. 

Returning  to  the  issue  of  the  Chair  position,  Jose  Luis  Moscovich  indicated  that  he  respected  the 
comments  that  had  been  brought  up  related  to  the  Chair  position,  but  pointed  out  that  this  item  was  not 
on  the  agenda.  To  avoid  a Brown  Act  violation,  he  suggested  that  the  Chair  close  the  discussion  and  if 
the  Committee  wanted  to  discuss  the  issue  further  that  two  agenda  items  be  added  to  the  next  meeting: 
1)  a discussion  about  whether  or  not  to  hold  elections  for  the  Chair  position;  and  2)  a contingency  item 
for  Chair  elections,  if  the  first  item  identified  a need.  David  Heller  requested  to  the  Chair  that  these 
items  be  put  on  the  next  meeting’s  agenda.  Subsequently,  Steve  Boland  made  a motion,  seconded  by 
Steve  Ferrario. 

The  Chair  took  public  comment  on  this  item.  Richard  Bazeley  complemented  the  work  of  the  existing 
Chair  and  offered  the  model  of  the  SF  Unified  School  District,  which  re-elects  a chair  once  a year.  He 
also  pointed  out  that  everyone  on  the  committee  has  institutional  memory. 

5.  Outreach  Update  from  Community  Partners  Part  2 

Elizabeth  Bent,  Senior  Planner  at  the  Authority  presented  this  item.  She  introduced  the  community 
partner  Helen  Kwan  from  the  Community  Chinatown  Corporation  and  gave  an  update  of  direct 
outreach  activities.  The  $218,000  Geary  Multilingual  Outreach  Project  is  supported  by  a Caltrans 
planning  grant  and  Prop  K local  sales  tax.  The  SFCTA  is  working  with  six  community  based 
organizations  (CBOs)  along  corridor,  each  representing  different  constituencies. 

Donna  Pittman  (Donna  Pittman  and  Associates),  coordinator  for  CBO  partners  for  the  Geary  Multi- 
lingual Outreach  Project  presented  an  overview  and  update  of  the  project.  She  stated  that  the  outreach 
project  also  functioned  as  a capacity  building  effort  for  the  organizations  and  the  communities  they 
represent.  She  explained  that  doing  outreach  through  community  partners  increased  the  quality  of  the 
feedback  because  stakeholders  were  more  comfortable  providing  comments  to  organizations  they  were 
already  familiar  with  and  had  built  a level  of  trust. 

Helen  Kwan  (Chinatown  Community  Development  Center)  gave  an  overview  of  the  Chinatown 
Community  Development  Center  (CCDC)  and  its  outreach  activities  on  the  Geary  BRT  project.  She 


O:\BRT\Geary\CAC\Meeting  20  - 9.28.06\Draft_l\ 


_19.doc: 


Page  3 of  6 


explained  that  the  CCDC  has  a vested  interest  in  the  Geary  corridor  and  wants  to  involve  Asians  in  the 
planning  process.  Their  work  to  date  included  translating  all  of  the  material  for  workshops,  building  a 
translatable  transportation-based  vocabulary,  encouraging  the  Chinese  press  to  generate  interest  on  this 
project,  and  encouraging  participation  and  attendance  of  Asians  at  most  of  meetings.  The  CCDC  has 
provided  community  outreach  at  festivals;  other  outreach  includes  meetings  with  Self-help  for  the 
Elderly,  Clement  Street  Merchant  Association,  Chinatown  Trips,  teens  from  Chinatown,  and  various 
CCDC  properties  along  the  corridor. 

Helen  Kwan  stated  that  the  stakeholders  she  met  with  generally  supported  a dedicated  bus  lane  and 
pedestrian  enhancements.  She  reported  that  seniors  liked  the  side  BRT  for  getting  on  and  off  the  buses 
because  they  felt  it  was  safer  for  them  to  board  on  the  sidewalk.  Some  seniors  questioned  the  need  for 
the  BRT  project,  stating  that  service  on  Geary  is  better  than  other  lines.  Some  small  business  owners 
expressed  concerns  about  construction  impacts,  emphasizing  the  importance  of  customers  being  able  to 
walk  to  access  their  businesses.  Ms.  Kwan  concluded  by  explaining  the  remaining  direct  outreach  tasks 
her  organization  would  sponsor. 

Richard  Worner  pointed  out  that  only  a small  number  of  people  at  the  December  workshops  needed 
Chinese  translation  services.  He  expressed  concern  regarding  the  high  cost  of  the  outreach  project  and 
how  much  this  broke  down  to  on  a per  person  basis.  He  also  encouraged  Ms.  Kwan  to  emphasize  the 
merits  of  the  no-project  alternative  during  her  outreach. 

Julie  Kirschbaum  and  Elizabeth  Bent  clarified  that  the  $218,000  comes  from  a Caltrans  grant  and  that  it 
covers  a wide  range  of  tasks  including  visualizations,  direct  outreach,  workshop  activities,  and  press 
related  work.  Bruce  Balshone  advised  Mr.  Worner  to  meet  with  Authority  staff  direcdy  if  he  had 
additional  questions  about  the  budget. 

Aida  Berkovitz  asked  for  clarification  from  Donna  Pittman  about  how  the  Multilingual  Outreach  Grant 
allowed  for  multiple  levels  of  outreach.  Ms.  Pittman  clarified  that  the  grant  allows  for  more  in  depth 
outreach.  Rather  than  just  meeting  with  the  Japantown  Task  Force,  for  example,  we  are  able  to  meet 
with  other  community  groups  that  the  Task  Force  is  connected  to  (e.g.,  a senior  lunch  center). 

David  Heller  asked  why  only  3 alternatives  were  being  considered.  Julie  Kirschbaum  explained  that  all  of 
the  proposed  conceptual  designs  were  being  compared  to  a No  Project  alternative.  She  stated  that  the 
no-project  includes  lower  impact  transit  priority  investments  that  are  likely  to  occur  on  Geary  even  if  a 
BRT  project  is  not  implemented.  David  Heller  clarified  that  he  wants  a fourth  alternative  evaluated  - 
not  the  no-project  alternative  — and  offered  to  share  this  new  4th  alternative. 

Jim  Misener  asked  if  the  community  partners  or  Authority  staff  had  focused  outreach  on  choice  riders 
(i.e.,  people  that  have  the  option  to  drive).  Julie  indicated  that  they  have  not  convened  focus  group 
specifically  of  drivers,  but  they  have  gone  to  several  neighborhood  meetings  of  which  about  half  of  the 
attendees  are  drivers. 

The  Chair  took  public  comment  on  this  item.  Richard  Bazeley  agreed  that  outreach  in  multiple 
languages  and  outreach  to  drivers  is  valuable.  He  also  emphasized  the  need  for  an  economic  impact 
study  and  more  outreach  to  small  businesses,  large  institutions,  and  schools.  He  cited  an  example  about 
the  lack  of  outreach  to  Market  Street  merchants  regarding  bicycle  lanes  and  mentioned  the  suit  against 
the  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Plan. 

6.  Evaluation  of  Alternatives  Part  2 

Billy  Charlton,  Principal  Transportation  Planner  with  the  Authority,  presented  this  item  by  walking  the 
GCAC  through  a power  point  presentation,  which  highlighted  the  methodology  and  key  finds  of  the 
preliminary  travel  demand  forecasting. 

hollowing  the  presentation  Diego  Sanchez  asked  how  this  forecasting  applies  to  the  Tenderloin.  Billy 
clarified  that  the  analysis  considered  the  area  east  of  Van  Ness,  but  that  the  most  significant  changes 
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between  the  no-project  and  build  alternatives  focused  on  33rd  and  Gough. 

Bruce  Osterweil  asked  if  the  no  project  alternative  anticipates  gas  prices  increases.  Mr.  Charlton  clarified 
that  there  was  a cost  neutral  assumption  in  terms  of  prices.  Bruce  Osterweil  asked  about  how  the  model 
translates  transit  travel  time  savings  into  changes  in  ridership.  Mr.  Charlton  explained  that  there  is  a 
whole  industry  based  just  on  travel  demand  forecasting.  This  industry  is  focused  on  developing  tools 
that  capture  the  trade  offs  that  people  make  in  terms  of  how  they  react  to  changes  in  travel  time.  The 
SF-CHAMP  model  is  calibrated  to  San  Francisco  data. 

Bruce  Osterweil  also  asked  why  the  Center  A option  with  BRT  and  local  riders  in  the  busway  would 
attract  more  new  riders  than  the  Center  B option  with  the  local  at  the  curb.  Julie  indicated  that  Center  B 
has  a slower  local  service  than  today,  which  offsets  some  of  the  increased  ridership  from  the  BRT 
service.  Steve  Boland  asked  for  clarification  on  the  hours  of  the  38L-Limited  and  asked  how  much  of 
the  new  ridership  was  from  the  expanded  hours.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  indicated  that  the  modeling  work 
assumed  the  limited  service  would  mirror  the  Muni  Metro,  and  run  until  approximately  1:00  am. 

Jim  Misener  asked  about  the  level  of  aggregation  (e.g.,  census  track,  etc)  for  the  model,  since  the 
corridor  is  so  diverse.  Billy  responded  that  the  Authority’s  sophisticated  travel  model  models  estimates 
travel  patterns  for  each  person  individually  using  a synthetic  population. 

Steve  Ferrario  asked  for  clarification  about  what  was  modeled  in  the  no-project.  Billy  Charlton 
responded  that  the  key  changes  were  low  floor  buses  and  transit  signal  priority.  Mr.  Ferrario  also  asked 
why  an  analysis  was  not  prepared  for  the  other  alternative,  referenced  earlier  by  David  Heller. 

David  Heller  also  questioned  the  alternatives  that  were  examined  and  asked  why  a 4th  alternative  that 
evaluated  a peak  hour  only  dedicated  lane  was  not  considered.  Steve  Ferrario  commented  that  the 
GCAC  has  never  been  asked  to  approve  the  alternatives  being  analyzed.  Michael  Louie  expressed 
frustration  at  this  comment  and  indicated  that  staff  had  come  to  the  committee  to  discuss  alternatives 
and  the  peak  hour  lane  was  not  brought  up.  Jim  Misener  suggested  this  be  properly  agendized  and 
addressed  at  the  next  meeting. 

Rich  Worner  asked  how  much  of  a reduction  in  auto  volumes  was  expected  on  Geary.  Billy  indicated 
that  the  reduction  depends  on  location  and  time  of  day.  The  PM  Peak  ranged  from  25%-34%.  He 
commented  that  in  the  peak  hour  vehicular  traffic  on  Geary  at  4th  Avenue  was  reduced  by  about  750 
vehicles. 

Richard  Worner  asked  for  the  cars  per  day,  indicating  that  the  peak  hour  did  not  give  the  full  picture.  Mr. 
Charlton  explained  that  the  information  was  available,  but  he  had  focused  on  the  PM  peak,  since 
transportation  studies  typically  seek  to  understand  the  busiest  time  period.  The  Chair,  Bruce  Balshone, 
suggested  that  Mr.  Worner  follow  up  directly  with  staff  regarding  these  issues. 

Richard  Allman  commented  that  he  was  glad  that  East  of  Van  Ness  was  not  ignored.  He  added  that  a 
better  southern  boundary  for  the  Tenderloin  was  McAllister,  not  Turk/Eddie.  He  also  commented  that 
any  data  on  diversions  from  the  Inner  Geary  Study  would  be  helpful. 

The  Chair  took  public  comment  on  this  item.  [NOTE:  All  questions  were  taken  at  once  and  then  responded  to 
by  Authority  staff.  In  the  minutes,  the  responses  are  presented  directly  after  the  question  for  clarity  purposes. ] Rose 
Hillson  expressed  confusion  about  why  the  table  showed  a negative  number  of  cars  on  Geary  and  also 
asked  where  the  vehicles  that  were  diverted  off  of  Geary  went,  since  the  other  numbers  did  not  add  up 
to  the  total  negative  number  for  Geary.  She  also  expressed  concern  about  vehicles  being  diverted  onto 
small  streets.  She  suggested  using  orange  cones  rather  than  modeling,  to  see  where  traffic  goes.  Billy 
Charlton  clarified  that  the  column  with  the  negative  number  was  showing  the  relative  change  over  the 
no-project,  since  traffic  is  diverted  off  of  Geary,  the  volume  of  cars  on  Geary  goes  down.  He  further 
explained  that  the  table  shows  streets  in  the  corridor  only,  not  the  sum  total  of  all  diversions,  some  of 
which  happen  outside  the  corridor. 

Roger  Bazeley  requested  numbers  for  Divisadero,  Masonic,  25th  and  routes  that  go  into  Golden  Gate 
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Park.  He  also  indicated  that  it  is  important  to  understand  what  happens  during  peak  and  non-peak  times. 
He  stated  that  he  can  only  support  a full-featured  BRT  project  and  that  he  likes  the  Center  A BRT 
alternative.  He  expressed  concerns  with  the  side  alternative,  indicating  that  currently  the  buses  never  pull 
over  to  the  right  and  they  block  traffic.  He  also  commented  that  having  both  local  and  limited  buses  in 
the  center  would  improve  traffic  flow. 

Norm  Rolfe  asked  if  the  pie  charts  on  pages  2 and  3 of  the  memo  included  trips  that  originated  or 
terminated  in  that  segment.  The  charts  show  that  44%  of  trips  in  the  Tenderloin  are  made  by 
automobile,  which  differs  from  census  tract  data.  He  asked  why  this  number  was  so  high  in  the 
Tenderloin,  given  the  low  auto  ownership  rates.  Billy  clarified  that  mode  share  graphs  are  trips  by  made 
by  anybody  traveling  to  or  from  the  Tenderloin  and  are  not  specifically  Tenderloin  residents. 

Alex  Prodon  asked  Billy  Charlton  to  comment  on  traffic  speeds  on  streets  with  diversions  and  requested 
data  regarding  trips  starting  and  ending  outside  of  the  city  in  both  the  AM  and  PM  time  periods.  He 
asked  how  deep  you  can  go  with  the  modeling  data  and  still  have  quality  information.  He  concluded  by 
requesting  maps  for  different  time  periods.  Billy  stated  that  the  percentage  of  trips  starting  outside  of 
SF  is  only  10%  and  that  the  future  forecast  does  not  assume  regional  trips  will  vary  across  alternatives. 
In  regards  to  the  level  of  detail,  he  stated  that  this  is  precisely  the  type  of  analysis  that  this  model  was 
designed  to  answer  questions  about.  This  is  what  the  model  is  designed  for,  rather  than  for  individual 
block  level  analysis. 

Eric  P.  Scott  requested  a comparison  with  hypothetical  light  rail  alternatives  on  the  surface,  should  the 
funding  situation  change  in  a few  years.  Julie  Kirschbaum  indicated  that  the  Authority  will  present  the 
analysis  for  2025  BRT  and  light  rail  in  November.  This  analysis  is  not  being  done  for  2015,  because  it  is 
not  enough  time  to  implement  a light  rail  project. 

Kate  White  moved  to  accept  the  memo,  Aida  Berkovitz  seconded.  The  motion  was  accepted,  with  three 
opposed  and  the  rest  in  favor. 

7.  Next  Meeting  - September  28,  2006 

The  Geary  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  is  scheduled  to  meet  next  on  Thursday,  September  28  from 
6:00  PM  to  8:00  PM  in  the  Authority’s  conference  room  at  100  Van  Ness  Avenue,  26th  Floor. 

8.  Public  Comment 

There  was  no  public  comment. 

8.  Adjourn. 

The  Chair  adjourned  the  meeting. 
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Geary  Citizens  Advisory  Committee 
__  _____  Meeting  20 


Date:  6:00  pm  to  8:00  pm,  Thursday,  September  28,  2006 

Location:  100  Van  Ness  Avenue,  26th  Floor 


6:00  1. 

6:10  2. 
6:15  3. 

6:30  4. 


6:40  5. 


Introductions/Study  Updates  - 1NFORMATION+ 

The  Chair  will  call  roll  and  introduce  agency  staff  and  consultants.  Authority  staff  will 
provide  a brief  study  update  to  apprise  committee  members  of  Ley  project  work  since 
the  last  meeting,  including  information  related  to  the  final  series  of  public  workshops. 
Committee  members  will  be  asked  to  inform  their  constituents  about  the  workshops  and 
to  sign  up  to  attend  at  least  one  of  the  three  events. 

Approval  of  Minutes  - ACTION* 

Vote  to  Hold  an  Election  for  the  Chair  Position  - ACTION 

Consistent  with  Authority  practice  regarding  appointment  of  advisory  committees  with 
project-specific  and  time-limited  mandates,  the  Authority  Board  action  that  created  the 
GCAC  did  not  specify  a term  limit  for  the  Chair  or  Vice  Chair  position.  Consequently, 
the  current  Chair,  Bruce  Balshone,  has  led  the  GCAC  since  August  2004.  During  the 
Vice  Chair  elections  at  the  July  2006  meeting,  Committee  members  raised  the  issue  of 
whether  or  not  to  hold  an  election  for  the  Chair  position.  The  discussion  was  tabled  in 
order  to  properly  calendar  the  item.  The  GCAC  is  asked  to  decide  whether  or  not  to 
hold  an  election  for  the  Chair  position. 

Possible  Vote  to  Elect  a Chair  and  Vice  Chair  - ACTION 

If  as  part  of  Item  3 the  Committee  determines  to  hold  an  election  for  the  Chair 
position,  the  Chair  will  solicit  nominations  from  the  floor.  The  Chair  will  close 
nominations  and  each  candidate  will  be  allowed  to  make  a short  statement  to  accept  or 
reject  the  nomination  and  explain  his  or  her  qualifications.  All  members,  including  the 
current  Chair  and  Vice  Chair  will  be  eligible.  The  committee  will  vote  on  each  candidate, 
'n  the  order  that  nominations  were  made,  until  one  of  the  candidates  receives  a majority 
of  votes.  If  the  current  Vice  Chair  is  elected  Chair,  the  GCAC  will  repeat  the  process,  to 
elect  a new  Vice  Chair.  If,  as  part  of  Ttcm  3,  the  Committee  decides  not  to  hold  an 
election  for  the  Chair  position,  Item  4 will  be  skipped. 

Evaluation  of  Alternatives,  Part  3 - INFORMATION 

Over  the  past  several  months,  Authority  staff  has  presented  various  sections  of  chc 
evaluation  framework  including  transit  rider  experience,  access  and  pedestrian  safety 
urban  design,  and  parking.  Staff  will  present  findings  on  transit  performance  and  traffic 
impacts,  based  on  the  results  of  traffic  analysis  and  micro-simulation  models  (Synchro 
and  VTSSIM  respectively).  The  measures  of  evaluation  that  will  be  discussed  include: 
transit  travel  time  relative  to  auto  travel  time,  transit  reliability,  person  delay,  and  traffic 
impacts  on  Geary  and  at  key  locations  in  the  corridor.  The  presentation  will  focus  on  the 
preliminary  modeling  results  for  the  PM  Peak  period;  a complete  set  of  evaluation 
results  will  be  presented  to  the  community  at  the  November  public  workshops.  Wc  are 
seeking  input  from  the  GCAC  regarding  the  draft  analysis  for  transit  performance 
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and  traffic  impacts.  We  will  bring  the  final  analysis  document  for  committee 
action  at  the  next  meeting. 

7:20  6.  Analysis  of  Basic  Transit  Priority  Treatments  - INFORMATION 

At  the  July  2006  meeting  committee  members  requested  that  staff  investigate  the 
possibility  of  implementing  only  basic  transit  priority  treatments  (e.g.,  peak  hour  only 
dedicated  lane)  on  Geary  Boulevard  en  lieu  of  a full  featured  bus  rapid  transit  project. 
Staff  will  present  the  pros  and  cons  of  possible  treatments  based  on  relevant  analyses 
that  have  already  been  completed  for  the  2015  Build  and  No-Projcct  alternatives.  This  is 
an  information  item. 

7:50  7.  Public  Comment 

8:00  8.  Next  Mceting/Adjournment 

The  next  meeting  is  scheduled  for  Thursday,  November  16,  2006  at  6 pm. 


* Materials  attached. 
4-  Materials  to  be  provided  at  the  meeting. 

This  meeting  location  is  accessible  to  people  who  use  wheelchairs.  In  order  to  allow  individuals  with  environmental 
illness  or  multiple  chemical  sensitivity  to  attend  the  meeting,  individuals  arc  requested  to  refrain  from  wearing 
perfume  or  other  scented  products.  All  times  shown  are  for  information  only.  Items  will  be  called  at  the  discretion 
of  the  Chair 


Jf  you  prefer  receiving  future  agendas  via  email  instead  of  regular  mail, 
please  send  your  request  toJu1ic.Kirschbaum@sfcta.org 
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Draft  Minutes 


Geary  Citizens  Advisory  Committee 
Meeting  20:  Thursday,  September  28,  2006 

The  meeting  began  at  6:10  PM. 

Present  were  the  following  members:  Bruce  Balshone  (Chair),  Steve  Boland,  Steve  Ferrario,  Jean  Fraser, 
David  Heller,  Brian  Larkin,  Jim  Misener,  Bruce  Osterweil,  Suzanne  Tucker,  Bobbie  Webb,  and  Rich 
Worner.. 

Absent:  Richard  Allman,  Aida  Berkovitz,  Leslie  Clark,  Michael  Louie,  Diego  Sanchez,  David  Schaefer, 
and  Kate  White. 

Transportation  Authority:  Julie  Kirschbaum  (Senior  Transportation  Planner),  Jose  Luis  Moscovich 
(Executive  Director),  and  Karla  Solheim  (Intern). 

1.  Introductions/Study  Updates 

Bruce  Balshone,  Chair,  opened  the  meeting  and  called  role.  Agency  staff  present  included:  Julie 
Kirschbaum,  Jose  Luis  Moscovich,  and  Karla  Solheim  from  SFCTA;  and  Paul  Bignardi,  Karl  Natvig, 
and  Peter  Straus  from  MTA.  Commissioner  McGoldrick,  Chair  of  the  SFCTA  Board  and  consultant 
Terry  Klim  from  DKS  Associates  were  also  present. 

The  Chair  introduced  Commissioner  McGoldrick,  who  expressed  his  thanks  to  the  GCAC  for  its  hard 
work  on  the  BRT  Study.  He  indicated  a desire  to  continue  the  study  to  gain  a better  understanding  of 
which  alternatives  were  feasible  and  what  results  these  alternatives  might  deliver;  as  such  he  is  looking 
forward  to  reviewing  the  study  results  and  the  final  report.  He  commented  that  while  there  are  certainly 
supporting  and  apposing  views,  staff  should  remain  neutral  and  continue  to  produce  professional, 
measurable  and  transparent  results.  The  Chair  opened  the  floor  for  Commissioner  McGoldrick  to  take 
questions. 

The  Chair  asked  Commissioner  McGoldrick  whether  the  GCAC  was  formed  to  review  just  the  initial 
feasibility  Study,  or  whether  it  would  be  an  ongoing  CAC  that  would  continue  through  implementation. 
Commissioner  McGoldrick  indicated  that  the  term  of  the  GCAC  was  still  an  open  question  that  would 
depend  in  part  on  the  nature  of  the  next  phases  of  work.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  added  that  the  GCAC  would 
also  weigh  in  on  this  decision. 

Steve  Ferrario  indicated  that  it  would  be  helpful  to  know  when  the  Board  would  consider  the  future 
status  of  the  GCAC.  Jose  Luis  Moscovich  indicated  that  the  GCAC  would  be  discussed  when  the  Board 
reviews  the  final  report  in  the  spring.  Mr.  Ferrario  commented  that  maintaining  the  committee  for  4-6 
months  was  vastly  different  than  maintaining  an  ongoing  committee  as  it  relates  to  the  discussion  about 
Chair  re-elections 

Mr.  Heller  asked  why  the  study  could  not  look  at  other  alternatives,  such  as  the  peak  hour  lane  proposed 
by  his  organization.  Mr.  Heller  indicated  that,  although  the  analysis  of  smaller  scale  transit  priority 
treatments  was  on  the  agenda,  it  had  been  difficult  to  get  it  there.  Mr.  Heller  also  speculated  that  the  poll 
results  published  in  the  Examiner  showing  that  the  public  supports  BRT  were  distorted  because  of  the 
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way  questions  were  asked.  Chair  Bruce  Balshone  requested  that  staff  circulate  the  questions  and  the 
responses  to  GCAC  members.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  clarified  that  the  GCAC  did  not  discuss  Mr.  Heller’s 
alternative  at  the  last  meeting  because  it  was  not  calendarized. 

Rich  V'orner  commented  that  the  workshop  materials  and  surveys  do  not  give  people  the  option  to 
indicate  that  they  would  prefer  to  do  nothing  (i.e.,  preserve  the  status  quo),  rather  than  implementing 
BRT.  He  suggested  adding  a question  that  asks  about  this  for  the  upcoming  workshops. 

There  were  no  more  questions.  The  Chair  thanked  Commissioner  McGoldrick  for  attending. 

Ms.  Kirschbaum  provided  an  update  regarding  the  Study’s  schedule  and  progress.  This  included 
modeling  work;  a successful  meeting  with  Japantown  community  leaders  sponsored  by  the  Japantown 
Task  Force;  and  the  dates  and  locations  of  the  next  public  workshops.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  expressed 
interest  in  talking  to  Fillmore  Ja2Z  District  Association  as  well.  Because  the  VISSIM  modeling  results 
were  not  ready  as  had  been  hoped,  Ms.  Kirschbaum  suggested  scheduling  a GCAC  meeting  for  October. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes 

Jean  Fraser  moved  to  approve  the  July  27  minutes,  seconded  by  Jim  Misener.  The  Chair  took  public 
comment  on  this  item.  Roger  Bazeley  complemented  staff  on  the  District  1 Town  Hall  meeting,  which 
was  referenced  in  the  September  2006  minutes.  No  additional  public  comment  was  received.  The 
motion  passed  unanimously. 

3.  Vote  to  Hold  an  Election  for  the  Chair  Position 

Mr.  Balshone  expressed  his  desire  to  continue  as  Chair  until  the  adoption  of  the  report,  at  which  point 
he  plans  to  resign  — even  if  the  GCAC  continues.  Mr.  Heller  urged  the  Chair  to  graciously  step  down  so 
that  the  GCAC  could  elect  a new  Chair.  Mr.  Ferrario  opined  that  if  there  were  just  five  or  six  GCAC 
meeting  left,  there  was  no  reason  to  change  Chairs.  Because  of  ongoing  membership  problems,  Mr. 
Ferrario  recommended  that  the  GCAC  should  be  sunsetted  after  the  Study  is  completed  so  that  the 
SFCTA  and  Supervisors  could  select  a different  group. 

Ms.  Tucker  commented  that  while  she  understood  that  some  people  may  see  their  role  as  concluding, 
many  GCAC  members  are  residents  and  may  want  to  continue  serving,  as  well  as  bring  their  historical 
perspective  to  the  process. 

Ms.  Fraser  moved  that,  in  light  of  the  uncertainty  as  to  whether  the  GCAC  will  continue,  the  election  of 
a new  Chair  should  be  held  in  March  2007.  Mr.  Misener  seconded.  Mr.  Ferrario  added  a friendly 
amendment  that  the  election  be  held  in  March  2007  or  when  the  study  is  completed.  Ms.  Fraser  and  Mr. 
Misener  accepted  the  amendment.  The  Chair  asked  for  public  comment  on  the  motion.  Roger  Bazeley 
agreed  that  maintaining  institutional  memory  on  the  GCAC  was  important.  The  motion  carried  with 
one  objection. 

Following  the  initial  vote,  the  Chair  suggested  also  electing  a Vice  Chair  in  2007  for  consistency.  Steve 
Ferrario  expanded  his  amendment  to  include  the  vice  chair  elections.  The  motion  carried  with  one 
objection. 

4.  Possible  Vote  to  Elect  a Chair  and  Vice  Chair 

Item  skipped  due  to  previous  motion  to  hold  Chair  and  Vice  Chair  elections  after  the  feasibility  study  is 
completed. 

5.  Evaluation  of  Alternatives,  Part  2 

Ms.  Kirschbaum  gave  a presentation  on  the  initial  results  from  the  traffic  analysis  and  the  transit 
performance  for  the  no-project.  She  indicated  that  with  the  exception  of  the  Masonic  Underpass  design, 
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the  proposed  alternatives  do  not  impede  the  flow  of  traffic  on  Geary  and  that  most  intersections 
provide  minimal  delay  to  automobile  drivers.  The  current  center  running  design  at  Masonic  does  create 
significant  automobile  delay  and  that  other  design  options  (possibly  more  costly  to  implement),  should 
be  considered  during  the  EIR  because  this  conceptual  study  does  not  have  the  time  or  resources  to 
identify  additional  solutions.  Because  the  VISSIM  modeling  work  for  the  BRT  alternatives  was  not 
completed  in  time  for  the  meeting,  Ms.  Kirschbaum  suggested  convening  again  in  October  instead  of 
moving  ahead  immediately  with  the  public  workshops.  She  indicated  that  the  analysis  presented  in 
October  would  include  person  delay  at  intersections  and  end  to  end  travel  times  for  cars  and  buses. 

Steve  Ferrario  asked  for  more  information  about  where  Collins  is  located  (2  blocks  west  of  Masonic). 
Mr.  Ferrario  then  asked  whether  vehicle  travel  times  were  better  in  the  “No  Project”  alternative,  and  Mr. 
Moscovich  confirmed  that  vehicle  speeds  may  be  marginally  slower  and  that  more  information  would  be 
provided  next  month.  Mr.  Ferrario  asked  for  bus  as  well  as  auto  travel  times,  and  Mr.  Kirschbaum  said 
they  would  be  available  next  month.  Mr.  Ferrario  then  commented  that  an  underground  subway  may  be 
needed  on  Geary. 

Mr.  Osterweil  said  that  auto  delay  was  not  necessarily  negative,  if  it  meant  improved  transit  service.  He 
also  expressed  concern  that  car  ownership  was  over-represented  on  the  GCAC.  Mr.  Moscovich 
responded  that  the  SFCTA  strives  for  a balanced  approach  to  accommodate  all  modes,  and  that  the 
purpose  of  the  traffic  analysis  was  to  fully  disclose  the  impacts  and  benefits  of  the  project. 

Ms.  Tucker  said  that  the  Masonic  intersection  is  dangerous  for  pedestrians  and  encouraged  a below- 
grade  or  above-ground  pedestrian  crossing.  Mr.  Moscovich  replied  that  San  Francisco  does  not  favor 
grade  separations  for  pedestrians  because  they  are  rarely  used  and  can  pose  security  problems,  but  that 
other  solutions  exist.  Ms.  Tucker  expressed  concern  over  the  level  of  service  Muni  could  provide  to 
support  BRT.  She  sited  recent  press  surrounding  problems  with  vehicles.  Mr.  Moscovich  said  that  the 
TA  supports  Muni  in  overcoming  its  challenges  and  that  a significant  portion  of  the  transportation  sales 
tax  goes  to  ongoing  maintenance,  including  renovating  the  existing  fleet.  Peter  Straus  referenced  Muni’s 
Transit  Effectiveness  Project  as  another  opportunity  to  think  creatively  on  how  to  improve  Muni 
service.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  mentioned  that  BRT  is  an  opportunity  to  re-imagine  how  Muni  service  is 
delivered. 

Jean  Fraser  expressed  concern  that  the  LOS  measurements  in  Ms.  Kirschbaum’s  presentation  measured 
cars  and  not  people.  Ms.  Kirschbaum  said  she  would  present  data  for  person  delay  at  the  next  GCAC 
meeting.  Ms.  Fraser  also  commented  that,  instead  of  the  ABC  LOS  system,  the  Agency  should  use 
numbers.  Ms.  Fraser  also  suggested  renaming  the  “No-Project”  alternative  because  it  does  include 
improvements. 

Rich  Worner  asked  if  right  turn  pockets  would  require  the  removal  of  parking  spaces.  Ms.  Kirschbaum 
confirmed  that  at  the  locations  with  right  turn  pockets,  parking  might  decrease  by  2-3  spaces.  Mr. 
Worner  emphasized  the  importance  of  fixing  Muni  before  spending  a quarter  billion  dollars  on  BRT. 

Mr.  Webb  expressed  concern  about  the  prospect  of  a dedicated  left  turn  off  Geary  onto  Divisadero.  Ms. 
Kirschbaum  said  that  it  was  a hypothetical  example  of  a more  detailed  plan  and  would  not  happen 
without  community  dialogue. 

Mr.  Misener  cited  Los  Angeles’  MetroRapid  program  as  evidence  that  the  “No  Project”  alternative  was  a 
misnomer.  Mr.  Misener  also  asked  if  the  simulation  models  would  be  used  for  sensitivity  testing  around 
signal  timing,  boarding  times,  etc. 

Mr.  Heller  asked  Mr.  Straus  whether  Muni  had  parts  to  fix  its  new  fleet.  Mr.  Straus  confirmed  that  Muni 
did. 

The  Chair  took  public  comment  on  this  item.  Richard  Bazeley  emphasized  the  need  for  a new  name  for 
the  “no-project.”  He  also  referenced  a project  similar  to  the  Geary  no-project  on  Route  61  that  had 
required  Caltrans  relinquishment  and  was  very  beneficial.  He  added  that  the  study  should  not  get 
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bogged  down  in  individual  intersections  but  address  greater  questions  of  livability  and  multimodal 
balance. 

Brian  Stoklc  agreed  that  the  LOS  rankings  are  confusing  to  the  public,  and  that  total  travel  times  along 
segments  are  more  valuable  than  delay  times  at  intersections.  He  also  wanted  to  compare  people  moved 
to  cars  moved. 

Jason  Jungreis  requested  that,  before  major  infrastructure  investments,  more  buses,  scheduling,  signal 
timing,  and  double  parking  enforcement  should  be  implemented.  He  suggested  dedicated  bus  lanes 
during  rush  hour  and  the  conversion  of  a parking  lot  at  23rd  Avenue  to  a parking  garage. 

Sacha  Ielmorini  expressed  frustration  with  transit  service  on  Geary,  indicating  that  she  began  biking  and 
then  driving  because  she  had  given  up  on  Muni.  She  wanted  to  see  the  benefits  of  BRT  alongside  the 
traffic  impacts  and  encouraged  staff  to  present  person  delay  information. 

Len  Conley  from  the  East  Bay’s  Friends  of  BRT  noted  that  BRT  produces  less  carbon  dioxide  per 
passenger-mile  than  conventional  buses  and  light  rail.  He  also  indicated  his  support  for  Bruce  Osterweils 
comments,  referencing  a recent  presentation  by  former  Mayor  of  Bogota  who  often  states  that  auto 
congestion  can  be  beneficial  to  neighborhood  livability. 

Jackie  Sacks,  from  the  SFCTA  CAC,  encouraged  staff  to  have  more  discussions  about  the  location  of 
BRT  stops  and  loading/ unloading  times. 

Keith  Wilson  from  the  Committee  to  Save  Geary  Boulevard  said  that  lack  of  autos  would  not  encourage 
more  shopping  on  Geary  and  encouraged  the  evaluation  of  the  alternative  put  forth  by  the  Geary 
Merchants  Association. 

Mr.  Moscovich  declined  to  respond  to  comments  in  the  interest  of  time.  The  Chair  urged  audience 
members  to  email  or  call  Agency  staff  directly  for  more  information. 

6.  Analysis  of  Basic  Transit  Priority  Treatments 

Due  to  a lack  of  a quorum,  Item  6 was  tabled  until  the  next  meeting. 

7.  Next  Meeting  - October  26, 2006 

Bruce  Osterweil  moved  to  convene  a GCAC  meeting  on  October  26.  David  Heller  seconded.  The 
motion  passed  unanimously.  Steve  Ferrario  requested  that  the  analysis  of  smaller  scale  transit  priorities 
treatments  be  moved  to  the  beginning  of  the  October  meeting.  The  Chair  and  Mr.  Moscovich  urged 
GCAC  members  to  attend  meetings  and  notify  staff  if  conflicts  arose. 

The  Geary  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  is  scheduled  to  meet  next  on  Thursday,  October  26  from  6:00 
PM  to  8:00  PM  in  the  Authority’s  conference  room  at  100  Van  Ness  Avenue,  26th  Floor. 

8.  Public  Comment 

The  Chair  took  general  public  comment.  Richard  Bazeley  requested  that  the  City  develop  a parking  plan 
such  as  San  Jose’s  to  complement  the  BRT  studies.  He  emphasized  the  need  for  pedestrian  streetscape 
improvements  and  a bicycle  buffer  between  the  parking  lane  and  Side  BRT.  Ernie  Louie,  who  grew  up  in 
the  Richmond,  said  that  sometimes  driving  was  the  only  option  in  situations  like  grocery  shopping  or 
transporting  elderly  relatives  to  medical  appointments.  Karl  Natvig  of  Muni  pointed  out  that  electrical 
vehicles  (such  as  light  rail  vehicles)  only  have  high  emissions  if  powered  by  coal,  which  is  not  the  case  in 
California. 

8.  Adjourn. 

The  Chair  adjourned  the  meeting. 
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EPT. 


Date:  6:00  pm  to  8:00  pm,  Thursday,  November  16,  2006 

Location:  100  Van  Ness  Avenue,  26f'n  Floor 

6:00  1.  Introductions/Study  Updates  - INFORMATION* 


NOV  1 4 2006 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


6:10  2. 
6:15  3. 


The  Chair  will  call  roll  and  introduce  agency  scaff  and  consultants.  Authority  staff  will 
provide  a brief  study  update  to  apprise  committee  members  of  key  project  work  since 
the  last  meeting,  including  the  final  series  of  public  workshops  which  took  place  in  early 
November.  Staff  will  also  answer  questions  related  to  the  recent  David  Binder  poll  that 
included  two  questions  to  likely  voters  about  bus  rapid  transit  in  San  Francisco. 

Approval  of  Minutes  - ACTION* 

Analysis  of  Basic  Transit  Priority  Treatments  - IN.FORMATION+ 


At  the  July  2006  meeting  committee  members  requested  that  staff  investigate  the 
possibility  of  implementing  smaller  scale  transit  priority  treatments  (c.g.,  improved 
enforcement  or  a peak  hour  only  dedicated  lane)  on  Geary  Boulevard  cn  lieu  of  a full 
featured  bus  rapid  transit  project.  Staff  will  present  the  pros  and  cons  of,  possible 
treatments  based  on  relevant  analyses  that  have  already  been  completed  for  other 
alternatives.  This  is  an  information  item. 


7:00  4. 


7:45  5. 

8:00  6. 


Accept  Evaluation  of  Alternatives,  Part  4 - Action+ 

At  the  September  2006  meeting,  staff  presented  initial  findings  related  to  transit 
performance  and  traffic  impacts,  based  on  the  results  of  traffic  and  micro-simulation 
models  (Synchro  and  VIS5IM  respectively).  At  this  month’s  meeting  we  will  present 
additional  results  for  the  2015  PM  peak  period  with  and  without  bus  rapid  transit 
including  transit  travel  time  relative  to  auto  travel  time,  transit  reliability,  person  delay, 
and  traffic  conditions  on  Geary.  Wc  arc  seeking  a motion  to  accept  the  evaluation 
of  transit  performance  and  traffic  impacts. 

Public  Comment 

Next  Meeting/ Adjournment 


+ Materials  to  be  ptovided  at  the  meeting. 

.! h,s  mcctjn?  ^cation  is  accessible  to  people  who  use  wheelchairs.  In  order  to  allow  individuals  with  environmental 
.(mess  or  multiple  chemical  sensitivity  to  attend  the  meeting,  individuals  arc  requested  to  refrain  from  wearing 
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documents  dept. 

JAN  2 2 2007 


Date:  6:00  pm  to  8:00  pm,  Thursday,  January  25,  2007 

Location:  100  Van  Ness  Avenue,  26*  Floor 


6:00  1. 


6:10  2. 
6:15  3. 


Introductions /Study  Updates  — INFORMATION*  $AN  FRANCISCO 

The  Chair  -will  call  roll  and  introduce  agency  staff  and  consultants.  AuthcirM? staff 
provide  a brief  study  update  to  apprise  committee  members  of  key  project  work  since 
the  last  meeting,  including  changes  to  the  study  timeline  and  the  GCAC  meeting 
schedule. 


Approval  of  Minutes  — ACTION* 

Accept  Evaluation  of  Alternatives,  Part  4 - ACTION+ 

At  the  September  2006  meeting,  staff  presented  initial  findings  related  to  transit 
performance  and  traffic  impacts,  based  on  the  results  of  traffic  and  micro-simulation 
models  (Synchro  and  VT5STM  respectively).  At  this  months  meeting  we  will  present 
additional  results  for  the  2015  PM  peak  period  with  and  without  bus  rapid,  transit 
including  transit  travel  time  relative  to  auto  travel  time,  transit  reliability,  petson  delay, 
and  traffic  conditions  on  Geary.  This  item  is  being  re-presented  because  the  GCAC 
adjourned  early  at  the  last  meeting  due  to  the  lack  of  a quorum.  Wc  ate  seeking  a 
motion  to  accept  the  evaluation  of  transit  performance  and  traffic  impacts. 


7:00  4.  Update  on  Rail-Ready  Analysis  — INFORMATION* 


The  Study  Team  has  conducted  a preliminary  evaluation  of  different  options  for 
designing  and  implementing  bus  rapid  transit  on  Geary  that  would  facilitate  potential 
conversion  to  light  rail  at  a future  date.  Analysis  included  a review  of  BRT-to-LRT 
conversions  in  other  cities,  as  well  as  research  of  possible  design  approaches  and  capital 
investments  that  could  be  made  during  BUT  implementation  in  order  to  reduce  impacts 
of  potential  conversion  to  light  tail  Staff  will  provide  an  update  on  the  rail-ready 
analysis,  including  potential  options  for  integrating  rail- readiness  into  design  and 
construction  of  BRT  on  Geary.  This  is  an  information  item. 

7:45  5.  Public  Comment 

8:00  6.  Next  Meeting/Adjournment 


* Material?  attached. 


+ Materials  to  be  provided  at  the  meeting. 


This  meeting  location  .s  accessible  to  people  who  use  wheelchairs.  In  order  to  allow  individuals  with  environmental 
illness  or  multiple  chemical  sensitivity  to  attend  the  meeting,  individuals  arc  requested  to  refrain  from  wearing 
perfume  or  other  scented  products.  All  times  shown  arc  for  information  only.  Rems  will  be  called  at  the  discretion 


Tf  you  prefer  receiving  future  agendas  via  email  instead  of  regular  mail, 
please  send  your  request  to  GearyBRT@sfcta.org 
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Date: 

Location: 

6:00  1. 

6:10  2. 
6:15  3. 


6:00  pm  to  8:00  pm,  Thursday,  March  22,  2007 
100  Van  Ness  Avenue,  26t!l  Floor 

Introductions/Study  Updates  — INFORMATION* 


MAR  1 9 2007 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


The  Chair  will  call  roll  and  introduce  agency  staff  and  consultants.  Authority  staff  will 
provide  a,  brief  study  update  to  apprise  committee  members  of  key  project  work  since 
the  last  meeting. 

Approval  of  Minutes  - ACTION* 


Cost  Estimates  — INFORMATION* 


6:35  4. 


7:05  5. 


7:30  6. 

7:45  7. 


Authority  staff  will  present  updated  cost  estimates  for  the  conceptual  design  alternatives. 
Estimates  will  include  costs  of  improvements  currently  planned  for  the  baseline 
alternative,  along  with  cbe  incremental  costs  of  each  of  tine  other  alternatives.  This  is 
an  information  item. 

Implementation  Plan  — ACTION* 

The  Authority  has  outlined  a potential  plan  for  implementing  a bus  rapid  project  on 
Geary  based  on  the  conceptual  designs  and  current  cost  estimates  if  the  project  moves 
forward.  The  implementation  plan  addresses  both  funding  and  phasing  improvements  to 
Geary  in  support  of  the  potential  BRT  project.  Authority  staff  will  explain  dedicated 
and  potential  funding  sources  drat  would  cover  the  next  phase  of  study  and  construction 
of  the  project  if  built.  We  will  also  describe  potential  options  for  phasing  fast-track 
items  and  potential  BRT  improvements.  We  are  seeking  a motion  to  accept  the 
potential  implementation  plan. 

TEP  Update  - INFORMATION* 

5taff  of  the  Municipal  Transportation  Agency  will  provide  an  update  of  the  Transit 
Effectiveness  Project.  This  update  will  include  results  of  preliminary  analyses  and  the 
current  Early  Action  Plan.  This  is  an  information  item. 

Next  Steps  - INFORMATION 
Public  Comment 


8:00 


Next  Meeting/Adjournment 


* Materials  attache* 


+ Ma  terials  to  be  provided  at  the  meeting. 


This  meeting  location  is  accessible  to  people  who  use  wheelchairs.  In  order  to  allow  individuals  with  environmental 
illness  or  multiple  chemical  sensitivity  to  attend  the  meeting,  individuals  are  requested  to  refrain  from  wearing 
perfume  or  other  scented  products.  All  times  shown  are  for  information  only.  Items  will  be  called  at  the  discretion 


If 
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6:00  pm  to  8:00  pm,  Thursday,  April  26,  2007/' 
100  Van  Ness  Avenue,  26th  Floor 


- INFORMATION 


APR  2 4 2007 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


Introductions /Study  Updates 

The  Chair  will  call  roll  and  identify  agency  staff  and  consultants.  Authority  staff  will 
apprise  committee  members  of  key  milestones  for  the  Study  in  the  coming  weeks. 

Approval  of  Minutes  -'ACTION* 

2025  Analysis  - INFORMATION+ 

Authority  staff  will  present  a comparison  of  Bus  Rapid  Transit  (BRT)  and  Light  Rail 
Transit  (LRT)  performance  and  costs  in  the  2025  Analysis.  This  analysis  will  include 
projected  transit  demand  and  accessibility,  along  with  costs  of  both  modes  in  2025,  to 
offer  context  on  the  potcintial  for  BRT  and  LRT  in  the  Geary  corridor.  This  is  an 
information  item. 

Final  Report  - ACTIOjN* 

The  Authority,  in  coordination  with  MTA,  has  completed  the  Geary  Corridor  Bus  Rapid 
Transit  Study,  including  conceptual  design  and  evaluation  of  Bus  Rapid  Transit  (BRT) 
alternatives.  The  feasibility-  study  drew  upon  citywidc  BRT  goals  established  by  an 


interagency  Study  Team, 


GCAC  guidance,  and  an  intensive  assessment  of  existing 


condidons  and  transportation  needs  on  Geary,  to  develop  and  evaluate  a 2015  baseline 
scenario,  a peak  hour  bus  lane  alternative,  and  three  full-featured  BRT  alternatives:  a 
curb-lane  BRT  design  and  2 center-lane  BRT  designs.  Evaluations  arc  based  on  a three- 
step  transportation  modeling  process,  analysis  of  the  conceptual  engineering  designs  of 
each  alternative,  and  design  charrcttcs  focused  on  key  station  attributes  according  to  the 
evaluation  framework  approved  by  the  GCAC  in  March  2006.  Based  on  the  analysis, 
several  BRT  design  arc  expected  to  provide  significant  transit  performance  benefits  at 
an  affordable  cost,  and  with  manageable  impacts.  The  report  documents  the  results  of 
the  needs  analysis,  altcrnalive  designs,  and  alternatives  evaluation,  describes  a potential 
funding  and  .implementation  plan,  and  identifies  further  analysis  and  next  steps.  The 
study  recommends  that  the  project  proccccd  to  the  Environmental  Analysis  and 
Preliminary  Engineering  phase  of  work,  to  begin  by  fall  2007  and  conclude  in  late  2009. 
We  are  seeking  a motion  of  support  for  approval  of  the  Final  Report  of  the 
Geary  Corridor  BRT  Study. 

Geary  BRT  Environmental  Analysis  and  Preliminary  Engineering  — 

Consistent  with  the  Study  findings,  the  Authority,  in  close  cooperation  with  the  MTA, 
wishes  to  initiate  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  and  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (ETR/EIS)  to  implement  transit  improvements  on  Geary.  The  EIR/EIS  is 
intended  to  clear  a potential  project  under  state  and  federal  environmental  guidelines, 
and  to  comply  with  the  Alternatives  Analysis  requirements  under  Federal  Transit 
Administration  (FTA)  rules.  The  Authority  will  lead  project  development  through 
environmental  clearance  add  preliminary  engineering.  The  environmental  analysis  would 
advance  the  conceptual  design  alternatives,  develop  more  detail  on  benefits  and  impacts 
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7:25  6. 


7:35  7. 


7:45  8. 

7:55  9. 


8:00  10. 


of  the  varied  alternatives  for  Geary  and  streets  within  the  corridor,  further  refine  cost 
estimates,  and  further  develop  construction  staging  and  impact  mitigation  plans.  We  are 

seeking  a motion  of  support  for  approval  to  initiate  Geary  environmental 
analysis  and  preliminary  engineering. 

Consider  Recommendation  of  a Preferred  Alternative  — ACTION 

During  discussion  of  next  steps  at  the  March  2007  meeting,  several  members  expressed 
a desire  to  discuss  and  potentially  vote  on  a preferred  alternative  for  a Geary  BRT 
project.  In  this  item,  the  GGAC  will  consider  whether  the  group  wishes  to  recommend 
a preferred  alternative  for  a potential  Geary  Corridor  BRT  project. 

Recommend  a Preferred  Alternative  - POSSIBLE  ACTION 

If,  on  item  6,  the  Committee  votes  to  recommend  a preferred  alternative,  each 
alternative  will  be  described  briefly.  Members  will  then  vote  to  identify  their  preferred 
alternative  for  implementing  transit  improvements  on  Geary  Blvd. 

Public  Comment 

Next  Steps  - INFORMATION 

This  is  the  last  scheduled  meeting  of  this  Committee.  The  Authonty  appreciates  the 
service  of  all  members,  past  and  present,  and  will  recognize  members  at  the  May 
meeting  of  the  Plans  & Programs  Committee.  The  Authority  Board  will  consider  the 
item  at  its  May  meeting 

Adjournment 


APlZ2fl  to  be  provided  for  Committee  member;  + Materials  to  be  provided  at  the  meeting. 

* Material?  attached. 

This  meeting  location  is  accessible  to  people  who  use  wheelchairs.  In  order  to  allow  individuals  with  environmental 
illness  or  multiple  chemical  sensitivity  to  attend  the  meeting,  individuals  are  requested  to  refrain  from  wearing 
perfume  or  other  scented  products.  /\11  times  shown  are  for  information  only.  Items  will  be  called  at  the  discretion 
of  the  Chair. 


If  you  prefer  receiving  fututc  agendas  via  email  instead  of  regular  mail, 
please  send  your  request  Co  GearyBRT@sfcta.org 


Meeting  Agenda. doe 
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